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1.   Introduction 
 
1.1 Issue 
 
Since the early 1990s, interest in citizenship education has been growing by leaps 
and bounds in the Western world. This interest is readily explained by certain prob-
lems within society, such as heightened tensions between cultural groups and prob-
lem behaviour in the younger age groups in particular (Bronneman-Helmers, 2004). 
Such problems have made it clear that the health and stability of the liberal demo-
cratic multicultural societies of the West depend not only on their basic systems 
and institutions but also on the qualities and attitudes of their citizens. These citi-
zens should be able, and motivated, to contribute to the quality of their societies. 
For instance, they should have a stake in social cohesion and democracy. Without 
citizen involvement, societies become difficult to govern, even unstable (Kymlicka 
& Norman, 1994).  
Schools are an important factor in stimulating the knowledge, skills and atti-
tudes of potential citizens. Because school is the only formal institution where all 
youngsters spend at least ten years meeting people from different social, cultural 
and religious backgrounds, it may well be the best place for students to learn what 
good citizenship means (WRR, 2003, p. 215; Turkenburg, 2005).  
In the Netherlands, most primary and secondary schools acknowledge that the 
stimulation of good citizenship is an important part of their task (Turkenburg, 2005; 
Boersma, 2009). Even so, international comparative research (Schulz, Ainley, 
Fraillon, Kerr & Losito, 2010; cf. Maslowski, Naayer & Van der Werf, 2010) 
seems to indicate that Dutch students know less about democracy and social cohe-
sion than those in many other countries. Moreover, Dutch students are less inclined 
to contribute to the quality of society. They seem less willing to be an active part of 
the community – by, for example, engaging in voluntary work, campaigns about 
social issues, or organisations for human rights or environmental issues. Students in 
the Netherlands are also far more sceptical about equal rights for immigrants than 
the average European student.  
These findings are consistent with the problems experienced by many Dutch 
schools. According to the Dutch Educational Inspectorate’s annual reports in 2008 
and 2009, twenty percent of Dutch schools face obstacles when it comes to citizen-
ship education (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2008b, p. 227; Inspectie van het 
Onderwijs, 2009, p. 301). We will distinguish two kinds of obstacles. First of all, 
the content of citizenship education is not well understood. The Dutch government 
encourages schools to define the content and goals of citizenship education in their 
own terms (Dijkstra, 2006), but the schools apparently find it hard to do so. After 
all, conceptions of good citizenship depend on moral beliefs and values, which are 
often hidden and unspoken.  
Secondly, the pedagogy of citizenship education is not clear either. Many 
Dutch schools have no coherent curriculum in this area: good citizenship is fostered 
by way of ad hoc activities and projects (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2009, p. 302; 
cf. Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2010, p. 286). Turkenburg (2005) asserts that many 
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teachers simply do not know how to deal with the subject. The call for citizenship 
education seems to them an extra imposition on top of their regular tasks, one that 
confronts them with big societal problems for which they feel no responsibility 
(violence, terrorism, racism) and requires them to correct problem behaviour in 
some of their students. This is not an approach that appeals to teachers (WRR, 
2003; Turkenburg, 2005). Teachers prefer a comprehensive approach that ties citi-
zenship education in with the things they already do in their schools and class-
rooms. Furthermore, rather than focusing on problem behaviour in certain groups 
of children, they prefer an approach that is broad (focusing on citizenship develop-
ment for all children) and positive (starting from the children’s potential qualities 
and opportunities). 
 
 
1.2 Goals of the study 
 
These teacher needs gave rise to the present study. The general aim is to help 
teachers provide citizenship education – in other words, to help them stimulate 
children to become responsible citizens who are motivated to make a contribution 
to society. We propose a specific approach to citizenship education, namely a vir-
tue-ethical approach, which explicitly links citizenship education to moral educa-
tion. The cultivation of good citizenship becomes a part of the cultivation of a 
person’s identity and vitality. From the virtue-ethical point of view, citizenship 
education is aimed at developing the civic virtues (attitudes that enable citizens to 
contribute to society). These virtues, such as justice, tolerance and solidarity, form 
the content of citizenship education. As regards the pedagogy, a virtue-ethical 
approach links up with the teacher’s need of a positive, comprehensive approach. 
Civic virtues are positively formulated, which means that they apply to all students, 
not just those with behaviour problems. In terms of a virtue-ethical approach, fur-
thermore, citizenship education is not an extra educational task but one that is inte-
grated with all sorts of regular classroom activities (classroom conversations, social 
and cooperative activities, celebrations, excursions, history, philosophy – and also 
how the teacher communicates with students on subjects like language or mathe-
matics). We propose to study the qualities that teachers need in order to perform the 
task of citizenship education.  
The present research was conducted at the IKO (Instituut voor Katholiek 
Onderwijs, or Institute for Catholic Education). The IKO conducts scientific re-
search on behalf of Catholic primary schools (approximately one third of all Dutch 
primary schools), focusing on the identity of schools and teachers. It is geared to 
current school practices and problems: to the provision of tools for improving these 
practices and coping with these problems (IKO, 2007).  
This study addresses the teacher level primarily, though we concede that the 
school level also is vital to the development of civic virtue in students. Teachers are 
the most direct source of moral education in schools. In the context of Dutch prima-
ry education specifically – where teachers are usually committed to one class for a 
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whole school year – a single teacher may well have a relatively large impact on 
virtue development in her1 class.  
The study is intended to provide information on (1) how teachers in Dutch 
Catholic primary schools can stimulate civic virtue in students, (2) the extent to 
which they already do so, and (3) how far this can be improved by teacher training.  
 
 
1.3 Theoretical framework 
 
This section contains a concise theoretical framework for the study. As explained 
before, our point of departure is a virtue-ethical one. Since it is stressed in virtue 
ethics that students can only acquire virtues when habitually exposed to them, the 
focus of a virtue-ethical approach is not so much on specific moral lessons as on a 
broad range of learning contexts and learning activities: for instance, the communi-
ty they belong to, the persons they deal with, the activities they take part in (Hirst, 
1999; Kupperman, 1999; McLaughlin & Halstead, 1999; Steutel & Carr, 1999; 
Strike, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003). Another feature of the virtue-ethical approach 
is that it addresses emotions and motives as well as the cognitive side of morality. 
Emotions and motives are important: they show what matters to us and help to 
make good things happen (Sherman, 1999). Virtue ethics acknowledges that defini-
tions of virtues are inseparable from specific normative frameworks (Carr, 2006; 
Van Tongeren, 2003). Even civic virtues, which may be seen as more or less uni-
versal, applicable to all citizens, can be differently interpreted in different traditions 
or communities (De Wolff, 2006, p. 165).  
In the next few chapters we shall elaborate on the qualities of a virtue-ethical 
approach. In the subsections that follow, we present the central concepts of the 
study. We start by introducing the content of our virtue-ethical approach to citizen-
ship education, presenting the three civic virtues that lie at the heart of this study 
and explaining how we define them in terms consonant with the context of a Catho-
lic school. Next, we introduce the pedagogy of our approach, presenting the central 
aspects of a virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education. Finally, we elaborate 
on the kind of teacher training programme that can help to familiarise teachers 
with such an approach and improve their qualities in this educational domain. 
 
1.3.1 Content of our virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education 
We have stated before that a virtue ethical approach links citizenship education to 
moral education. Yet we have to note that, although there is a clear relationship 
between both concepts, they are not the same. Like Althof and Berkowitz, 2006, 
p. 512) argue, it is perhaps best to think of the relationships between these two 
concepts as a set of Venn diagrams (partially overlapping domains). The domain of 
                                              
1 Since teaching is a largely feminine profession and most of the participants in this study were 
women, female pronouns are used to refer to teachers. 
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the present study lies exactly at the border zone of these two concepts (see Figure 
1.1). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.1: Venn diagrams of citizenship education and moral education 
 
Citizenship education includes, for example, the stimulation of debating skills and 
presentation skills, knowledge about democratic systems, about cultural heritage, 
and about cultural and religious groups within society (Ten Dam & Volman, 2007; 
Zwaans, Ten Dam, & Volman, 2006). These kinds of knowledge and skills are not 
that central to moral education. They may well have moral implications, but they 
do not seem to be goals of moral education in themselves (Althof & Berkowitz, 
2006, p. 509).  
Moral education, regarded from a virtue ethical perspective, includes the stim-
ulation of all kinds of virtues. Not all these virtues, although morally important, 
seem to be that relevant to citizenship. Virtues like friendship, optimism, humor 
and purity seem to refer more to personal morality instead of public morality (Alt-
hof & Berkowitz, 2006, p. 512). They are not directly necessary to make a contri-
bution to society or the public domain.  
The interface between moral and citizenship education lies exactly in the con-
cept of “good citizenship”. This concept does not refer so much to the knowledge 
and skills of citizens, but to their values, attitudes and behaviour. These aspects, 
which refer to the virtues of citizens, are central in the present study. In this study, 
we have chosen three virtues that are relevant in the public domain: justice, toler-
ance and solidarity.  
Justice, tolerance, and solidarity can be considered as core virtues in our West-
ern liberal democratic multicultural society precisely because it is liberal democrat-
ic, because it is multicultural and because it is a society. Justice (the ability to guar-
antee the rights of others) is a core virtue or value in almost every theory about 
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citizenship in a liberal democracy (Steutel & Spiecker, 2000, p. 245). The virtue of 
justice is based on the moral assumption that all people are equal – an important 
assumption in democratic theory (which holds that every voice must be heard and 
heeded) and in liberal theory (in which everybody has an equal right to live accord-
ing to their own principles). Tolerance, like justice, is a virtue extolled in virtually 
all writings on the civic virtues. Tolerance can be understood as allowing others the 
freedom to express their views and choose their conception of the good life 
(Faulconer, 2004, p. 172). Tolerance is therefore the virtue par excellence in a 
multicultural society that encompasses a plurality of principles, views, opinions and 
practices (Comte-Sponville, 2001; Van Tongeren, 2003). Solidarity – attachment to 
and practical concern for fellow citizens – is an essential virtue in every society. 
Because citizens share (some of their) interests and destinies, they need to feel 
connected to one another, concerned about what happens to one another (Comte-
Sponville, 2001; Faulconer, 2004; Macedo, 1991).  
Definitions of virtues are inseparable from a specific normative framework. 
Because the present study focuses on students and teachers in Dutch Catholic pri-
mary schools, we have defined and operationalised the civic virtues from a perspec-
tive inspired by Catholic social thinking. According to Van den Burg (2005), such 
a perspective includes concepts such as human dignity, shared responsibility, chari-
ty and commitment to others (Leeferink & Klaassen, 2000, p. 37). It implies an 
active and community-centred view of the civic virtues. We now proceed to charac-
terise the three virtues – justice, tolerance and solidarity – from this normative 
perspective. 
In liberal theories, justice often seems to be defined passively and individualis-
tically as a respect for the democratic and liberal freedoms of others (e.g. Rawls, 
2001, p. 92). From a Catholic perspective, however, there is more to it than that. 
Justice implies siding with the weak, the suffering and the voiceless; recognising 
every other individual as a person like oneself (cf. Pontifical Council for Justice 
and Peace, 2004: §167, §148, §201-203, §387-389). Formulated in this way, justice 
is not so much a matter of respecting freedoms or rights (Hulshof & Pieper, 2006, 
pp. 53-54). It is about devoting oneself to the creation of equal opportunities – 
making it possible for all people to be included, and thrive and flourish, in the 
(world-wide) community.  
From the same liberal perspective, tolerance is often passively defined as re-
fraining from interfering with people of different beliefs, values or behaviour (e.g. 
Dagger, 1997; Gutmann, 1987; Jones, 1992). From a Catholic perspective, howev-
er, tolerance is a more active quality: it is about reaching out to others, actively 
trying to know and understand them even if they seem very different, strange or 
even scary. Tolerance therefore aims at preventing separation and fragmentation 
and tries to involve others in the (world-wide) community. 
Solidarity is undervalued to some degree in many theories about citizenship, 
especially liberal theories that focus on the freedom of individuals (e.g. Rawls, 
2001, p. 92). Such theories define solidarity in a restricted way as not harming 
others and/or as intervening when someone is being harmed. From a Catholic per-
spective, however, solidarity is less limited. It refers to concepts like charity, self-
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sacrifice and reconciliation (Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, 2004, §192-
196). Solidarity means standing up for the good of the community, linking one’s 
fate with the fate of others (Hulshof & Pieper, 2006, p. 54). Compassion and care 
are crucial elements of this virtue: relating to others and caring about their happi-
ness. Solidarity also implies a special concern for people at risk. The sad, the weak, 
the suffering and the outcast in particular should be included in the (world-wide) 
community. 
 
1.3.2 Pedagogy of our virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education 
In this study we distinguish four aspects of citizenship education that are presumed 
to cover the range of pedagogical elements central to a virtue-ethical perspective 
(based on authors such as Bryk, 1988; Hirst, 1999; Steutel & Carr, 1999; Van Ton-
geren, 2003). These aspects will be elaborated in the next few chapters, but they 
can be outlined as follows: 
(1) The school (its rules, culture, organisation) should be a community that fosters 
good citizenship in students.  
(2) The school should provide a broad range of activities and situations in which 
students can practice good citizenship. 
(3) Teachers should be aware of their role as models, examples of civic virtue to 
their students. 
(4) Teachers should arrange classroom conversations that encourage students to 
think about what good citizenship entails and how they can be good citizens 
themselves. 
These may be seen as the crucial qualities enabling schools and teachers to provide 
citizenship education from a virtue-ethical perspective. Since the present study 
focuses on the teacher level, we shall concentrate on the last two aspects in particu-
lar: civic virtue modelling behaviour in teachers (aspect 3), and how they arrange 
their moral classroom conversations concerning citizenship (aspect 4). These two 
aspects can be seen as citizenship-promoting behaviour in teachers, while the first 
two (aspects 1 and 2) refer to aspects of the school context and curriculum. 
The civic virtue modelling behaviour of teachers (aspect 3) is presumed to be 
an important influence on the civic-virtue development of students. When mod-
elled, a virtue becomes visible and identifiable (Steutel & Carr, 1999; McLaughlin 
& Halstead, 1999; Sherman, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003; Van der Ven, 1998). 
Teachers who display justice, tolerance and solidarity in their approach to and 
interaction with their students will inspire the latter to internalise these virtues. 
The way teachers arrange their moral classroom conversations concerning cit-
izenship issues (aspect 4) is considered an important feature of their students’ civic 
virtue development: through classroom conversations, students come to realise the 
meaning and significance of these virtues (Skillen, 1997; Sprod, 2001). In class-
room conversations students can reflect on their own views, feelings, attitudes and 
behaviour, getting an insight into the moral person they are and the moral person 
they want to be. 
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These citizenship-promoting behaviours in teachers are not just superficial di-
dactical techniques or strategies. Morality is also involved, and therefore they are 
linked to deeper layers of a teacher’s personal identity (cf. Korthagen, 2004), par-
ticularly their beliefs about citizenship. These beliefs are considered important 
preconditions for a teacher’s citizenship-promoting behaviour in the classroom. 
Teachers (in the Netherlands, at any rate) may hesitate to express their moral be-
liefs and values explicitly (Onderwijsraad, 2011), because they are living in an 
individualised and secularised society with a multitude of moral views. In the pre-
sent study we not only explore teachers’ citizenship-promoting behaviours but also 
relate them to the teachers’ beliefs concerning good citizenship.  
 
1.3.3 A teacher training programme based on a virtue-ethical approach  
How can schools and teachers improve the quality of their citizenship education? 
How can the culture and curriculum of schools be improved, and how can teachers 
be stimulated to develop professionally? In the Dutch context, professional devel-
opment and school improvement processes are commonly initiated by school advi-
sors, who organise in-service training programmes and activities for schools and 
teachers. However, according to the Dutch Council of Education (Onderwijsraad, 
2009), much of this training is not evidence-based and often unmonitored as well. It 
is consequently not clear whether such programmes and activities can bring about 
the intended effects. After all, it is clear from educational research literature that 
teacher training programmes often fail. It is difficult to design training programmes 
that produce large and enduring effects on teacher skills and strategies (Richardson, 
1998; Richardson & Placier, 2001). Even less is known about how to design train-
ing programmes that really help to develop a teacher’s identity (Beauchamp & 
Thomas, 2009, p. 184), which lies at the heart of a virtue-ethical approach. 
An important element of the present study is to design and evaluate an in-
service teacher training programme with a primary focus on the content and peda-
gogy of a virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education – a programme that 
would improve the citizenship beliefs and citizenship-promoting behaviours of 
teachers, linking these up with the current practices of school advisors and building 
on scientific literature about teacher education (e.g. Ball & Forzani, 2009; Beau-
champ & Thomas, 2009; Garet et al., 2001; Grossman & McDonald, 2008; Gus-
key, 2000; Hopkins & Reynolds, 2001; Korthagen, 2010; Penuel et al., 2007; Rich-
ardson & Placier, 2001; Wang et al., 2010). An extensive programme was designed 
with five team meetings as the central learning context. Interaction and dialogue 
encouraged teachers to reflect on how the civic virtues could become more visible 
in their classroom and school practices.  
The programme has been assisted by a specific kind of school advisors (so-
called “identity advisors”) experienced in working with schools and teachers 
around issues such as religious and moral education. Because of their experience, 
we saw these advisors as the most suitable people to implement the programme.  
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1.4 Research questions 
 
This study uses a virtue-ethical approach to focus on the citizenship beliefs and 
citizenship-promoting behaviours of teachers in Dutch Catholic primary schools. 
To this end we have formulated three key questions:  
 
(1) What should be the content and pedagogy of citizenship education in Catholic prima-
ry schools from a virtue-ethical point of view? (We have touched on this question in 
the current chapter but will address it more fully, especially in Chapter 2)  
(2) To what extent do teachers in Catholic primary schools display particular citizenship 
beliefs and citizenship-promoting behaviours (modelling, arranging high-quality 
moral classroom conversations)? (See Chapters 3, 4 and 5) 
(3) To what extent can the citizenship beliefs and citizenship-promoting behaviours of 
teachers in Catholic primary schools be stimulated by a teacher training programme 
implemented by “identity advisors”? (See Chapter 6) 
 
The first of the above questions is theoretical; questions 2 and 3 are empirical.  
 
 
1.5 Methodology  
 
To answer the last two key questions, we started in the autumn of 2009 to collect 
data on over two hundred K-62 teachers in 20 Dutch Catholic primary schools. The 
schools were recruited by means of the IKO network. Headmasters agreed to par-
ticipate because they were eager to obtain counselling, support or coaching in the 
area of citizenship education. 
Whereas all these schools were interested in learning more about citizenship 
education and assessing their own qualities and limitations in this area, half of them 
(10) were also willing to follow an intensive teacher training programme in citizen-
ship education aligned with the school’s Catholic identity. During the school year 
of 2009-2010, these 10 schools did indeed follow such a programme. In a quasi-
experimental pre- and post-test project along with an untreated non-equivalent 
control group (Cook & Campbell, 1979, pp. 103-129), the participating schools 
were compared to the 10 schools that did not participate. The research data of au-
tumn 2009 were used as a pre-test. Post-test data from both participating and non-
participating schools were collected in the spring of 2010, after the programmes 
had been completed. 
Since this is the first empirical study we know of that explicitly links virtue 
ethics to citizenship education, it was also designed to develop reliable measuring 
instruments. Using these, we gathered data from the research group concerning 
three kinds of variables: (1) teachers’ moral beliefs about citizenship, (2) their civic 
virtue modelling behaviour, and (3) the way they arrange their moral classroom 
conversations about citizenship issues. The pre-test data concerning these variables 
                                              
2 In Dutch primary education classes range from Kindergarten (student age: 4-5 years) to grade 
6 (student age: 12-13 years). 
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were analysed to answer key question 2. Differences between pre- and post-test 
data were explored to find the answer to key question 3. 
The theoretical assumptions, content, validity, and reliability of all measuring 
instruments, as well as the strategies used to analyse the data, will be presented in 
the appropriate chapters.  
 
1.6 Structure of this book 
 
The structure of this dissertation is as follows3: 
In Chapter 2, which is theoretical in nature, we describe how religious schools 
can assist the formation of civic virtues in students. We do this because religious 
schools are often criticised for failing to promote social cohesion and for stimulat-
ing prejudice and hostile attitudes. We make our point by using one specific civic 
virtue (tolerance) as an example and interpreting it from our Catholic social per-
spective. In the process, we clarify what a virtue-ethical approach entails for the 
content and pedagogy of citizenship education in Catholic primary schools (see key 
question 1). 
In Chapters 3, 4 and 5 we study the extent to which teachers in Catholic prima-
ry schools display certain citizenship beliefs and citizenship-promoting behaviours, 
and the extent to which these teachers differ among themselves (see key question 
2). Chapter 3 focuses on the teachers’ modelling behaviour in the classroom so as 
to explore the extent to which teachers can be regarded as models of the virtues of 
justice, tolerance and solidarity. To what extent can these virtues be empirically 
distinguished in teacher behaviour? How do teachers perceive themselves, and how 
do students perceive their teacher? To what extent do teacher perceptions corre-
spond to those of students? Chapter 4 focuses on the moral classroom conversa-
tions of teachers. We present aspects that are considered crucially important, from a 
virtue-ethical perspective, in moral classroom conversations. The chapter sets out 
to explore the possibility of recognising these aspects in actual moral classroom 
conversations about citizenship education, so as to assess the quality of such con-
versations. In Chapter 5 we study teachers’ moral beliefs about citizenship in rela-
tion to the variables discussed in Chapters 3 and 4. We focused on teachers’ com-
munity-centred beliefs, because we expected such beliefs to fit the context of the 
Catholic school. We shall see whether teachers in Catholic primary schools do 
indeed hold community-centred beliefs about citizenship and whether these beliefs 
are related to their religious background. We shall also see whether teachers’ be-
liefs about citizenship are related to their modelling behaviour and the way they 
arrange their moral classroom conversations. 
The variables in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 are also central to Chapter 6. In that chap-
ter we consider to what extent the citizenship beliefs and citizenship-promoting 
                                              
3 Please note that chapters 2 to 6 were written as articles, which (except for chapter 6) have 
already been published or accepted by international peer-reviewed journals. Since only minor 
revisions were done before including them in this dissertation, we could not prevent some 
overlap in the Introduction and Methodology sections particularly.  
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behaviour of teachers can be stimulated by a teacher training programme (see key 
question 3). In this chapter we try to ascertain whether the advisors implemented 
the programme in the way it was intended, whether the participating teachers eval-
uated the content and activities of the programme positively, and whether the pro-
gramme influenced the citizenship beliefs and/or citizenship-promoting behaviours 
of participating teachers. 
In Chapter 7, the discussion part of this study, we reflect on all the results and 
elaborate on suggestions for further research and recommendations for teacher 
practice.  
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2.   Citizenship education in religious schools:  
an analysis of tolerance4 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
Preparing youths for participation in society has always been an educational goal. 
However, as we have argued in Chapter 1, since the early 1990s interest in the 
concept of citizenship education has grown tremendously among educational theo-
rists in the Western world. This attention had concrete political consequences. For 
example, since 2002 citizenship education has been a statutory requirement of 
secondary schools in England and a recommended subject in primary schools. And 
since 2006 all schools in the Netherlands have been obliged by law to include citi-
zenship education in their curricula. 
One of the principal reasons for this emphasis is the increasing religious and 
cultural diversity of Western societies (Jackson, 2004; Kymlicka & Norman, 1994). 
This diversity has led to at least two (interrelated) problems. The first is that differ-
ent cultural and religious groups do not feel connected with each other, because 
they have less and less in common. This has consequences for social cohesion: if 
citizens do not feel related to other citizens, why would they care for them? The 
second problem is that members of certain cultural or religious groups adopt hostile 
attitudes towards other groups or individuals (e.g. Jews, homosexuals). This can 
lead to discrimination, exclusion, intolerance, and even aggression and violence.  
Both problems jeopardise social stability. Accordingly many authors argue that 
citizens should develop certain traits of character to enable them to enhance the 
quality of society: so-called civic virtues (cf. Dagger, 1997; Faulconer, 2004; 
Galston, 1991; Jones, 1992; Macedo, 1991). One of the goals of citizenship educa-
tion is to cultivate these virtues. 
Talking of citizenship in terms of virtues is consonant with a recent trend. For 
the past two decades the focus on a virtue-ethical approach to moral education has 
increased (Steutel & Carr, 1999; Steutel, 1997), although the movement is inspired 
by ancient Greek philosophy, especially Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea. But there 
are some difficulties. One of the assumptions of a virtue-ethical approach is that 
virtues can only be acquired within a specific community, with a specific concep-
tion of the good. Therefore children need to be raised in a context (families, 
churches, clubs, schools, etc.) that is structured according to clear norms and val-
ues, in which they can experience a sense of belonging. Because religious schools 
are based on a specific, substantive conception of the good, they may be seen as 
perfect places to instil virtues, including civic virtues. At the same time it is a 
strange thing to say. Civic virtues are supposed to be commonly valued and to 
appeal to all kinds of cultural and religious groups, while religious schools raise 
children in a specific tradition. Worse still, some argue that religious schools con-
tribute to the two problems indicated above. The first problem, the decline of citi-
                                              
4 This chapter is based on Willems, Denessen, Hermans and Vermeer (2010a).  
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zens’ commitment to each other and social cohesion in society, can be exacerbated 
by religious schools. In these schools, where all students are initiated and socialised 
in a specific tradition, students do not learn to deal with people from other religious 
or cultural backgrounds. The same goes for the second problem. Members of reli-
gious groups can have hostile attitudes towards other groups or individuals in so-
ciety. This, too, could be reinforced by religious schools, in that they may transmit 
these attitudes to children (cf. Thiessen, 2001, p. 29). 
So the question in this chapter is this: can religious schools contribute to the 
formation of civic virtues in students? Or is their religious affiliation by definition 
at odds with such an education? We approach the question from a philosophical 
perspective: we do not look at concrete religious schools in a specific context, but 
at some more or less final, general considerations. We proceed from a virtue-ethical 
perspective to investigate the gap between education for virtuous citizenship and 
the specific features of religious schools. We elaborate on our line of thought with 
reference to an example. We concentrate on a specific civic virtue, tolerance, and 
our specific religious educational context, Catholic schools.  
Why tolerance? As we have argued in Chapter 1, tolerance is seen as a crucial 
virtue in nearly every civic virtue theory (cf. Faulconer, 2004, p. 172). It also occu-
pies an important place in educational policy: among the seven basic values that the 
Dutch Educational Inspectorate (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2006) has formulated 
for all schools in the Netherlands (autonomy, freedom of speech, equality, rejection 
of discrimination, understanding of other people, tolerance and rejection of intoler-
ance) we observe that at least the last two refer directly to this virtue. So tolerance 
is considered important for citizenship, both in philosophical and political theory 
and in educational practice. This is not surprising, because tolerance entails (at 
least) allowing citizens to express their views and choose their conception of the 
good life freely, even when one does not agree with them (cf. Faulconer, 2004, 
p. 172). That makes tolerance the virtue par excellence in a multicultural society 
where there is a plurality of stances, views, opinions and practices. Another reason 
for the focus on tolerance is that most charges against religious schools are in this 
area: religious schools are believed to foster intolerance (Thiessen, 2001, p. 29).  
Catholic schools are an interesting case, because in the last century the Catho-
lic tradition has increasingly focused on thinking about the good of society and the 
role of citizens. The current official position of the Catholic Church in this regard 
was recently stated in Compendium of the social doctrine of the church (Pontifical 
Council for Justice and Peace, 2004). Catholic schools can use this document as a 
directive on how they could conceive of and foster the virtue of tolerance. Besides, 
Catholic schools are a major component of the total number of religious schools in 
many Western countries, including the United States, Canada and the UK. In the 
authors’ Dutch context they represent approximately one third of all schools, and 
half of all religious schools.  
To answer the question of this chapter we first explore why we adopt a virtue-
ethical approach to citizenship education. Then we take a closer look at the civic 
virtue of tolerance (and briefly mention the civic vice of intolerance). Next we use 
a virtue-ethical approach to define the virtue of tolerance from a Catholic perspec-
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tive. We examine to what extent this definition is at odds with education for citi-
zenship in a religiously pluriform society. We conclude with a few (virtue-ethical) 
recommendations for Catholic schools.  
 
 
2.2 A virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education 
 
Before answering our question we need to clarify why we opt for a virtue-ethical 
perspective on citizenship education in the first place. If such a perspective implies 
that religious schools are an obstacle to social cohesion and stimulate hostile atti-
tudes, why not adopt another perspective? 
Part of the answer is that it is hard to formulate a theory about the goals of citi-
zenship education without saying something about virtues. Citizenship education is 
closely linked to moral education, because being a good citizen can be seen as part 
of being a good person. As in moral education, the goals of citizenship education 
are formulated in terms of certain values, attitudes and ‘dispositions’ (Althof & 
Berkowitz, 2006) or, more simply, in terms of ‘virtues’. According to Steutel 
(1997) all approaches to moral education are ultimately aimed at cultivating vir-
tues, that is, character traits that we value positively in some way. Even Lawrence 
Kohlberg, who repudiates talk about virtues, sees traits like openness, tolerance, 
self-control, obedience and justice as goals for moral education. It is not hard to 
argue that these traits are virtues.  
But although all approaches to moral education include the cultivation of vir-
tues, not all of them are virtue-ethical (Steutel, 1997; Steutel & Carr, 1999). Speak-
ing of citizenship in terms of virtues is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for 
a theory to be virtue-ethical. In fact, many authors write about civic virtues without 
taking such a perspective. So why not adopt an alternative approach to formulating 
civic virtues, which does not raise questions about the role of religious schools? In 
section 2.1 we briefly scrutinise such alternative approaches and investigate some 
of their problems. In section 2.2 we indicate the advantages of a virtue-ethical 
approach over these alternative approaches.  
 
2.2.1 Alternative approaches and their difficulties 
The difficulty of defining civic virtues in our multicultural society is widely recog-
nised. Definitions have to apply to all citizens, even though they have different 
cultural identities and different religious, moral and philosophical convictions 
(Reidy, 1996, p. 25). That is why many authors define these virtues in some kind of 
formal, instrumental, regulative or pragmatic way (McLaughlin, 1992; Foltz, 1996, 
p. 19; cf. Jones, 1992). These definitions take the demands of the present, multicul-
tural, liberal-democratic society as a starting point. They are answers to utilitarian 
questions like “What qualities do citizens need to contribute to a stable society?”, 
or deontological questions like “What kind of citizen acts in a way that accords 
with the liberal-democratic principles of our society?” The virtues thus formulated 
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can be seen as tendencies to perform certain actions, or as kinds of commitment to 
(universal) moral principles or duties. The reasons for acting virtuously are rational 
(cf. Dagger, 1997; Faulconer, 2004).  
The fact that these definitions of civic virtues are formal, instrumental and ra-
tionally grounded poses a problem: they become too attenuated or impersonal to 
inspire the desired level of moral commitment. That is why some authors argue that 
such virtues do not really apply to people (Carr, 2006, 447). Faulconer (2004), for 
example, maintains that the motives for being virtuous are unimportant (as long as 
these motives do not lead to vicious behaviour): “Motive is important only insofar 
as it impacts the citizen’s ability to aid his state in attaining its aims” (Faulconer, 
2004, 105). Thus she says that reasons for being disposed to obey the law are not 
important unless they exact significant additional societal costs. It means that in her 
view obeying the law out of fear for punishment is not virtuous, because it has the 
effect of increasing the cost of the police and courts (otherwise people will not have 
enough reason to fear). This argument seems counter-intuitive: most people would 
say that obeying the law out of fear of punishment is not virtuous, because a really 
good citizen inherently wants to obey the law! So for Faulconer acting out of fear is 
merely not virtuous enough, whereas for most people acting out of fear seems more 
like a vice (close to cowardice): it has nothing to do with really being virtuous. This 
is because in Faulconer’s approach virtues are judged by looking at acts and their 
effects rather than the underlying motives, desires, inclinations, emotions and feel-
ings. 
Another major criticism of formal and rational theories is that their concept of 
the human person is often too individualistic and abstract. They tend to regard 
persons as independent, autonomous individuals, who freely decide on their wishes, 
values, goals, relationships, social roles and the communities they want to partici-
pate in. As a result they disregard the fact that people are situated or embedded in 
existing communities, relationships, traditions and cultures and that these social 
realities have moral relevance in themselves. 
These insights could explain the difficulties that Althof and Berkowitz (2006) 
and Cotton (1992) identify in citizenship education: students do not recognise the 
relevance and meaning of the subject and they are not activated; they only have to 
listen to the teacher who is giving information by means of instruction. Such educa-
tion for citizenship focuses too much on the cognitive side and narrows citizenship 
education down to learning how to deliberate and judge rationally. It runs the risk 
of neglecting the non-cognitive side of the moral person and seems to forget that 
motives, desires, inclinations, emotions and feelings have moral value in them-
selves. Cognitive acquisition of a particular set of values or principles is not suffi-
cient to make a virtuous citizen; one also needs to instil appropriate emotions and 
motivations if one wants to translate cognitive concepts into actual behaviour (Carr, 
2006): one can know what it means to be a good citizen, but one has to feel like and 
want to be one as well. Developing virtues involves overall character formation, 
including motives, desires, inclinations, emotions and feelings.  
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2.2.2 Advantages of a virtue-ethical approach  
The theory of virtue ethics clearly offers a way to overcome the aforementioned 
difficulties and problems. The increasing support for virtue ethics could be regard-
ed as a critique and correction of rational Enlightenment ethics, such as Kantian 
ethics and utilitarianism and their derivative theories of moral education, especially 
the work of Lawrence Kohlberg. Because virtue ethics stresses not only the cogni-
tive side of morality, but also takes emotions and motives in account, virtue-
ethicists claim to offer a more robust and lifelike picture of moral living and a more 
complete concept of moral education. In Kantian and utilitarian theories the key 
question is, “how should I act?” or “what should I do?” The questions refer to fac-
tual and possible acts: what you have done or what you can do. The answer will 
often be formulated in terms of rules, norms or duties that are presumed to be uni-
versal. But in virtue ethics the key question is, “how should I live?” or “who do I 
want to be?” The object of such questions is not so much a particular action but life 
as a whole. Such questions lead to judgments that evaluate the person’s character, 
intentions and motives. An action is called bad because it springs from vicious 
motives, not merely because it flouts some general rule or principle. Seen thus, 
virtues are not merely the means by which some moral law motivates us or by 
which we contribute to the happiness of others. Rather, they are valuable because 
they are constitutive and a necessary part of a good life, what we call eudaimonia 
(a Greek term that can be translated as ‘human flourishing’ or ‘well-being’), which 
is the ultimate goal for all persons. ‘Virtue’ is a translation of the Greek word ‘are-
té’, meaning ‘excellence’. Someone who acts virtuously acts ‘in the best possible 
way’ (Graham, 2004, pp. 56-66; Van Tongeren, 2003).  
So virtue ethics sees virtues as traits of character associated with a certain ideal 
of a good person. These virtues presuppose not only cognitive competencies but 
motives and emotions as well, not so much because certain motives lead to certain 
effects, but because motives have intrinsic worth (cf. Van Tongeren, 2003). Ac-
cording to virtue-ethicists, therefore, talking about virtues necessarily entails con-
sidering motivational aspects.  
Furthermore, virtue ethics recognises that moral judgments are bound up with a 
concrete context, the community you live in. Virtues can only be acquired within 
this specific community, because that is where they are given specific foundations, 
contents and boundaries (MacIntyre, 1985; Noddings & Slote, 2003; Van Tonge-
ren, 2003). Students need to be part of a community to internalise the emotions and 
motivations that are presumed in each and every virtue. 
For these reasons we look at citizenship education from a virtue-ethical rather 
than a utilitarian or deontological perspective. And because real virtues can only be 
acquired in a specific moral community with a substantive conception of the good, 
religious schools can be seen as perfect places to cultivate them. But the question 
remains: how can religious schools provide citizenship education while they are 
also accused of discrimination, intolerance, exclusiveness and undermining social 
cohesion and commitment to the greater whole? 
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This question will be answered by means of an example. We will link a specif-
ic civic virtue, tolerance, to our specific religious educational context, the Catholic 
school. Can tolerance be fostered in a Catholic school? 
 
 
2.3 The virtue of tolerance 
 
First we need to clarify the meaning of ‘tolerance’. It is generally accepted that 
being tolerant towards certain opinions or behaviours involves two things (cf. 
Afdal, 2006): 
(1) disapproval: you have to disapprove of the opinion or behaviour 
(2) acceptance: you have to accept the opinion or the behaviour.5  
This has at least two implications. Firstly, the object of tolerance is a particular 
opinion or behaviour which is disapproved. The object is not the person as a whole. 
This distinguishes the virtue of tolerance from the virtue of justice, a distinction not 
all authors make. Faulconer (2004, pp. 180-181) speaks of accepting and giving 
room to Mormons, Catholics and atheists.6 But on closer scrutiny we have to con-
clude that these are examples of justice, not tolerance. We cannot call recognising 
freedom of religion tolerance, just as we cannot claim to ‘tolerate’ women or black 
people (Comte-Sponville, 2001; Van Tongeren, 2003). Of course we can tolerate 
certain religious ideas or practices, but we cannot ‘tolerate’ the person who believes 
these ideas or acts in a certain way.  
Secondly, being indifferent to certain practices or opinions (meaning that you 
just don’t care) cannot be called tolerance, because being tolerant implies disap-
proval. For a lot of authors (e.g. Walzer, 1997; Faulconer, 2004) indifference is one 
form tolerance can take, although most would argue it is not the best form. But, as 
Afdal (2006) and Thiessen (2001) rightly point out, true indifference cannot be 
called tolerance at all.7 Tolerance means that you care about an opinion or a certain 
action and that you feel at least some discomfort because others do not share your 
feeling. 
Opinions differ most about the ‘acceptance’ part of the definition.8 The differ-
ences concern at least to two aspects: why to accept, and how to accept. In other 
words, they concern the questions, ‘Why should I be tolerant?’ and ‘What does 
                                              
5 This also accords with the definition of the Dutch Educational Inspectorate: “Tolerance 
means that you accept the opinion or the behaviour of the other person even when you do not 
agree with it at all. It also means that you want to allow room for everybody to have such an 
opinion or such behaviour, provided it is not against the law” (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 
2006, p. 15) (our translation). 
6 In fact, she even speaks of tolerating hermits and urbanites (Faulconer, 2004, p. 181). 
7 There is an approach that can be recognised as a form of tolerance but that looks like indif-
ference at first sight. It is, as we will see, withdrawal for self-relativising reasons. The cited 
authors may have this form of tolerance in mind when talking about indifference.  
8 To accept another person’s position can mean two things: (1) to embrace or approve of the 
position as something you could agree with; or (2) to permit someone to hold such a position 
even though it could not be yours. In this chapter we use the word in the second sense (in 
contrast to, e.g., Faulconer, 2004, p. 178; 183). 
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tolerance look like?’ The two questions are, of course, closely interrelated: the 
reasons for an accepting attitude have consequences for the behaviour of the ac-
cepting citizen. 
There can be all kinds of reasons for being tolerant; for example concern for 
the peace and stability of society (cf. Faulconer, 2004; Walzer, 1997, p. 10); self-
relativity (cf. Comte-Sponville, 2001; Van Tongeren, 2003; Walzer, 1997, p. 10); 
respect for the rights and freedom of others (Comte-Sponville, 2001; Dagger, 1997; 
Galston, 1991; cf. Walzer, 1997, p. 10-11); a will to learn from other people 
(Macedo, 1991; Steutel & Spiecker, 1997, cf. Walzer, 1997, p. 11); and appre-
ciation of differences (cf. Storme, 2003; Van Tongeren, 2003; Walzer, 1997, p. 11). 
Because many civic virtue theorists judge virtues by looking at their effects, we 
first consider the behaviour of a tolerant citizen. 
When does someone behave tolerantly? What does such behaviour look like? 
Most authors agree at least on what it does not look like. Tolerance does not mean 
coercing others to think as you do, preventing people from propagating their opin-
ions or practising their religion, or being rude or hostile to citizens with different 
opinions. These types of behaviour we call intolerant.9  
But what does an accepting approach look like? How should tolerant citizens 
approach fellow citizens whose opinion they disapprove of? How does a tolerant 
citizen behave? Different authors offer different answers to this question. 
Most authors agree that tolerance does not mean avoiding citizens that have 
different opinions or practices (cf. Van Tongeren, 2003). But avoidance does not 
necessarily conflict with our definition: when citizens feel really uncomfortable 
with certain opinions or behaviour, they can try to be tolerant by avoiding the peo-
ple associated with such behaviour. There can be several reasons for their behav-
iour, like fear of the unknown, fear of losing self-control, or a desire to keep out of 
trouble, but the fact is that such citizens accept that other citizens have opinions 
they disapprove of (in the sense that they do not silence or coerce them).  
Most authors have a less evasive concept of what it means to be tolerant. For 
example, Dagger (1997), Jones (1992), and Gutmann (1987) seem to see the toler-
ant citizen as someone who refrains from interfering with other people’s beliefs or 
life choices. She does not avoid the other person, but she does not necessarily ap-
proach him either. She simply adopts an attitude of live and let live: you can do 
whatever you like, be whoever you want to be and pursue goodness in your own 
individual way (as long as you do not hurt anyone, restrict other person’s freedom 
or break the law). Such an attitude does not necessarily mean that this tolerant 
citizen is indifferent: she may still really disapprove of the other’s opinion or be-
haviour. At the same time she may have reasons for her withdrawn attitude, for 
example some sort of self-relativising (‘My truth, although true for me, can differ 
from your truth’) or justice (‘We are both entitled to live the way we want to’). 
                                              
9 This again accords with the definition of the Dutch Educational Inspectorate: “Intolerance is 
the opposite of tolerance. It means that you think that other people or groups may not think or 
do things you do not agree with; and that you do not think it necessary that everybody should 
be given leeway for such an opinion or behaviour” (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2006, p. 15) 
(our translation). 
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Authors like Faulconer (2004) and Haarscher (1997) maintain that tolerant citi-
zens are not just those who refrain from interfering with other people’s beliefs or 
life choices, but who are open to the other’s approach. They will politely explain 
the reasons for their viewpoint and address people with the intention of helping 
them to understand this viewpoint. If dialogue comes about, they are willing to 
participate. 
Thiessen (2001, p. 47) draws attention to an approach which he calls ‘reaching 
out for the persons one is tolerating’. He writes: “Here we must be careful not to 
demand too much – for example, that the tolerant person cultivates friendships with 
all Hindus in the city – because clearly that is often not possible. Indeed, one can-
not even cultivate friendships with all those of one’s own faith. But the tolerant 
person does give some expression of the respect that he bestows on persons with 
whom he is in disagreement.” Macedo’s approach is much the same. He says that 
citizens should show ‘broad sympathy’ towards others: not only do they have to be 
friendly and open to outsiders or strangers, but also less exclusively committed to 
neighbourhoods, localities and narrow allegiances (Macedo, 1991, 268).  
Clearly the foregoing positions differ in the degree of openness and interest 
that tolerant citizens display towards their fellow citizens. The last position is the 
most active: the tolerant citizen shows interest in the other and tries to know and 
understand him or her. The more citizens (or groups of citizens) take this stance, 
the less they live ‘next to’ each other and the more they live ‘with’ each other. We 
can assume that this approach is most conducive to social cohesion.  
If social cohesion is good for society, the kind of tolerance advocated by 
Thiessen (2001) and Macedo (1991) is ideal. But most authors who write about the 
contents of competent citizenship or the goals of citizenship education do not go 
this far (cf. Dagger, 1997; Faulconer, 2004; Galston, 1991; Gutmann, 1987; Haar-
scher, 1997).10 That is because most civic virtue theorists are careful not to demand 
too radical attitudes from virtuous citizens: being a good citizen should not be too 
costly in terms of time and energy (cf. Faulconer, 2004, 80; Haarscher, 1997, 237; 
Galston, 1991; Macedo, 1991). Furthermore, they are careful not ask citizens to do 
more than they can rationally expect from their fellow citizens: the virtuous citizen 
does not have to be a “sucker” (Dagger, 1997, 122; cf. Faulconer, 2004, 92-93). 
 
 
2.4 A Catholic perspective on the virtue of tolerance 
 
As we have seen, from a virtue-ethical perspective virtues are embedded in a com-
munity, for example a religious community. Let us take the Catholic community as 
an example and Catholic schools as the corresponding educational context.  
In the introduction to this chapter we said that it could be very hard for reli-
gious schools to make a contribution to citizenship education. We gave two reasons 
                                              
10 The same seems to go for the Dutch Educational Inspectorate, cited in note 1: she defines 
tolerance as allowing room for different opinions and behaviours.  
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for this statement:11 (1) Religious groups can encourage hostile attitudes towards 
other groups or individuals in society, and (2) religious schools reinforce a decline 
in social cohesion and commitment between citizens. Both of these claims may 
relate to tolerance. The first could imply that religious groups foster intolerance: 
coercing others to think as you do, preventing people from propagating their opin-
ions or practising their religion, or being rude or hostile towards citizens with dif-
ferent opinions. The second claim could mean that, even if religious schools do not 
foster intolerance, they do not foster tolerance either, at least not a form of toler-
ance that stimulates social cohesion. Is that true? 
 
2.4.1 Catholic social teaching 
It seems like a good start to try to formulate goals of citizenship education, pro-
ceeding from the Catholic tradition. The official position of the Catholic Church, 
which was expounded in Compendium of the social doctrine of the church12 (Pon-
tifical Council for Justice and Peace 2004) can serve as a guideline. This document 
outlines a view of humans, their mutual relations and the human community, hence 
it can be used to discern the civic virtues that are most important to Catholic 
schools. The major part of the Compendium is about the role of the state and poli-
tics, but implicitly and explicitly things are said about the role of the citizen and the 
corresponding values and virtues. It is a good starting point for reflection on how 
Catholic schools can conceive and foster the virtue of tolerance. Let us see what 
good citizenship means according to the teachings of the Catholic Church. 
The core concept of Catholic social teaching is the human person (§384). The 
dignity of every person is focal and has to be protected. Because human persons are 
capable of self-understanding, self-possession and self-determination (§131), they 
are called to develop their talents and strive for fulfilment. Thus there are funda-
mental and inviolable rights that belong to every person, irrespective of, for exam-
ple, state laws. The concept of human dignity challenges people to use their talents 
in freedom, it also means that people have to recognise the other as someone whose 
dignity and freedom are worthy of protection and care. Persons must never be seen 
as means for carrying out social, economical of political projects (§133).  
In Catholic social teaching person and community presuppose each other. A 
person cannot be exclusively thought of as an individual whose character depends 
on nothing but herself. Individuals are united by organic, harmonious, mutual rela-
tionships (§125). A person always lives in a community: “a group of persons bound 
together organically by a principle of unity that goes beyond each one of them” 
(§149). Only in a community can human beings reach fulfilment. The ultimate goal 
is the realisation of the bonum commune (common good) as an expression of God’s 
higher plan. The bonum commune is more than just the sum of individuals’ good-
ness (§164): it has to be seen as a community on the spiritual and moral level 
                                              
11 For the sake of the structure of the argument we put them in reverse order in this section. 
12 All references to sections refer to this document, unless indicated otherwise.  
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(§385). This should be possible for people all over the world, which means that in 
Catholic social thinking people are world citizens rather than state citizens.  
These assumptions have important normative implications. The fact that a per-
son exists ‘with’ and ‘through’ other people means that he has to be oriented to-
wards the common good, the bonum commune (§150; §164; §391). Striving for a 
good society, for the bonum commune, is not just a task for politicians and the state. 
Everybody is co-responsible. And because community and person are interwoven, 
the bonum commune and eudaimonia (human flourishing) presuppose each other: a 
citizen can only flourish when she feels closely connected with the people around 
her and links her fate to the fate of her community. When the community is hurt, 
she is hurt. And when the community suffers injustice, she suffers injustice. 
What does this mean for civic virtues? Important civic virtues we can infer 
from this theory are justice (equal and fair treatment of each person) and solidarity 
(feeling connected with other persons and concerned about their well-being) (cf. 
§174): citizens have to be just and show solidarity with each other (cf. Hulshof & 
Pieper, 2006, 53). In Catholic social teaching these virtues are clearly linked: for 
example, when we help the poor, and practice solidarity we are actually just giving 
them what would be their due in a just world (§184). So the virtues of the good 
citizen are interrelated and ultimately they all refer to the Christian ideal of charity 
(§182; §204-207; §394): to love your neighbour as yourself, the supreme virtue. 
This love makes us pursue the bonum commune, the good of all persons (§207) and 
dedicate ourselves to building strong relationships between people (§394). In chari-
ty we have a virtue that makes all the other virtues redundant: after all, it is no 
effort for us to do good to those we love, it is self-evident. But as long as true chari-
ty remains an unattainable ideal, we can at least try to acquire the more attainable 
virtues of justice and solidarity (Comte-Sponville, 2001).  
 
2.4.2 The content of tolerance in Catholic social thinking13 
The virtue of ‘tolerance’ was not mentioned in the previous section. Worse still, the 
word is not once mentioned in the Compendium. Does that mean that the virtue of 
tolerance is not important to Catholics? And if so, does it mean that Catholic 
schools do not foster the virtue of tolerance, or worse, preach intolerance? 
There are indeed some passages in the document referring to people with dif-
ferent views and practices: section 155, for example, emphasises that no one is to 
be forced to act contrary to his own beliefs, whether privately or publicly, alone or 
in association with others. This can be seen as a plea against intolerance: no citizen 
should coerce another citizen to believe what he believes. Furthermore, the docu-
ment encourages people to strive for the rights of minorities (§387), freedom of 
religion (§421; §422) and human rights in general (§388; §389). If such teachings 
inspire teachers at Catholic schools, we can assume that they will not preach intol-
                                              
13 In this chapter ‘Catholic social teaching’ refers to the actual teachings of the Catholic Church 
and ‘Catholic social thinking’ to reflection on these teachings. 
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erance: they will respect the right and freedom of other people to have opinions and 
practices different from their own, even if they disapprove of these opinions and 
practices.  
So a Catholic perspective on citizenship does not imply preaching intolerance, 
at least not in theory. But what kind of tolerance does it support? Is it a tolerance 
that could promote social cohesion? Maybe it is. Thiessen (2001, p. 50) stresses 
that, although Christianity has clearly labelled certain beliefs and religious posi-
tions false, it is equally clear in advocating tolerance. Jesus, despite his very exclu-
sive claims, exemplified tolerance, taught his disciples to be tolerant, and con-
demned intolerance (cf. Luke 9:55). And although the word ‘tolerance’ does not 
feature in Compendium of the social doctrine of the Catholic church, the document 
offers sufficient guidelines to formulate a Catholic perspective on tolerance. Be-
cause the good citizen bases her actions on the recognition that other citizens are 
persons just like her, she respects their free will and reason (cf. §391). And because 
the good citizen bases his actions on concern for the continued existence of the 
human community, tolerance is about the integration of other people with society 
or the (world-)community. Moreover, tolerance aims at preventing separation and 
fragmentation (cf. §194). Because good citizens try to act lovingly towards fellow 
citizen, they show interest, forgiveness, patience, openness, mildness and tact. Thus 
being tolerant does not imply relative standards of truth: it means to respect and 
love the person who holds beliefs you consider false (Thiessen, 2001, p. 50). This 
conception of tolerance is apparent in texts by Christian writers like St Thomas 
Aquinas and St Francis of Assisi, who associate tolerance with courage and effort 
(Van Tongeren, 2003).  
Such a conception of tolerance asks a lot of citizens. Most citizens may never 
acquire it. But that is exactly why it is a virtue (in virtue-ethical terms): something 
that goes beyond the ordinary, a quality to be admired. Virtuous people are exem-
plary, not average or mediocre but excellent (at least in some way).  
This form of tolerance is clearly the most radical approach mentioned in sec-
tion 2.3. It corresponds with what Thiessen (2001) calls “reaching out for the per-
sons one is tolerating”. It leads to the conclusion that Catholic schools are able to 
cultivate tolerance – a radical form of tolerance, moreover, which promotes social 
cohesion. That is because good Catholic schools are impelled by fundamental be-
liefs about the dignity and worth of each person and a deep commitment to shared 
responsibility for our social world (Bryk, 1988, p. 274). 
 
 
2.5 Educational implications 
 
2.5.1 Four virtue-ethical recommendations 
How, then, can Catholic schools stimulate this form of tolerance and discourage 
intolerance? In a virtue-ethical approach this forms part of overall moral character 
formation. As we have mentioned in the previous chapter, we distinguish between 
four aspects of moral education, which are typical of a virtue-ethical approach. 
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(1) Creating a moral community in the school (cf. Bryk, 1988; Steutel & Carr, 
1999; Hirst, 1999; Kupperman, 1999; McLaughlin & Halstead, 1999; Strike, 
1999; Van Tongeren, 2003). To become virtuous people, children need to grow 
up in a safe context with clear values and norms, in which they experience a 
sense of belonging.  
(2) Organising a broad range of activities and situations in the school, in which 
children can be habituated and trained in the virtues (cf. Bryk, 1988; Steutel & 
Carr, 1999; Hirst, 1999; Skillen, 1997; Spiecker, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003; 
Van der Ven, 1998). Habit formation is important for the internalisation of vir-
tues: children learn to be good by doing good. 
(3) Setting a moral example as a teacher (cf. Bryk, 1988; Steutel & Carr, 1999; 
McLaughlin & Halstead, 1999; Sherman, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003; Van der 
Ven, 1998). Children will only be inspired to internalise virtues if they are sur-
rounded by educators who make these virtues visible and identifiable. 
(4) Arranging moral classroom conversations as a teacher, in which children are 
challenged to reflect on their own virtuousness. This fourth aspect is important, 
because socialisation in a community (1), habituation and training in moral 
practices (2), and following moral examples (3) are such key aspects of the vir-
tue-ethical approach. This incurs a risk that schools may forget (or deliberately 
obscure) the fact that virtues also have a conscious and reflective side: 
phronèsis (the practical wisdom needed to estimate, judge, evaluate and reflect 
on situations and possible actions) is presumed in each and every virtue (Hirst, 
1999; Sherman, 1999; Sprod, 2001; Van Tongeren, 2003). So if schools want to 
follow a virtue-ethical approach, they have to stimulate children to think for 
themselves, draw their own conclusions and make their own choices and deci-
sions. Socialisation, imitation, habituation and training are needed to internalise 
the virtues, but raising consciousness and reflection are needed to understand 
the why and the how of virtue14 (Kupperman, 1999; Sherman, 1999; Sprod, 
2001). The most appropriate and promising way to stimulate this is probably to 
organise regular moral and philosophical discussions in the classroom (Skillen, 
1997; Sprod, 2001), provided these meet certain (virtue-ethical) criteria, for ex-
ample they deal with concrete and lifelike moral problems, they allow for the 
participants’ feelings and desires, and the teacher asks relevant, open questions.  
 
  
                                              
14 Although the virtue of phronèsis in principle implies knowing how to apply virtues in specific 
situations (how to ‘find the golden mean’; Van Tongeren, 2003), we are assuming that a true 
sense of phronèsis automatically entails reflection on why something could be called a virtue 
(a meta-perspective on the content of the virtues): developing a capacity to estimate, judge, 
evaluate and reflect on actions in certain situations implies using this capacity to reflect on 
the virtues underlying the actions. 
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2.5.2 What these recommendations mean for the stimulation of tolerance 
in Catholic schools 
If teachers in Catholic schools want to make a positive and valuable contribution to 
the development of tolerance in their students, they should take these recommenda-
tions seriously. If they want children to embrace the radical, active form of toler-
ance described earlier, they have to: 
(1) arrange their schools and classrooms as tolerant communities, which are open to 
different cultures and religions and actively approach their adherents 
(2) organise a broad range of activities and situations in the school, in which stu-
dents get to know the different cultures and religions found in society, for ex-
ample excursions, visits and classroom discussions 
(3) be examples of tolerance: they have to do their best to get to know the cultural 
and religious background of students, parents, colleagues and fellow citizens; to 
understand their norms, values, ideas and ideals; to be open, interested, accept-
ing and as appreciative as possible 
(4) organise moral classroom conversations, in which students learn to reflect on 
their own tolerance and intolerance, and think about what they can do to be-
come more tolerant.  
The fourth aspect is also important when we consider the danger of indoctrination, 
“the curtailment of a person’s growth towards normal rational autonomy” (Thies-
sen, 2001, p. 141). Although we have seen that Catholic schools can embrace a 
radical conception of tolerance, some schools may still interpret tolerance in a 
limited or restricted way or even preach intolerance. Such schools can indoctrinate 
students with ideas that could pose a danger to society, for instance by perpetuating 
discrimination, exclusion and intolerance.15 To avoid these risks, students have to 
learn to think for themselves. 
 
 
2.6 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter we argued that Catholic schools can make a positive and valuable 
contribution to the development of the civic virtue of tolerance in their students. 
We substantiated this claim by pointing out pertinent theoretical considerations. Of 
course, these will not convince everyone. For example, people can still say: “Okay, 
in theory Catholic schools can foster tolerance because it is part of their teachings. 
But in practice they cannot, because in religious schools children are separated 
from children of other religions and this separation leads to intolerance.” Clearly 
this is an empirical claim: it suggests that tolerance towards people with differing 
                                              
15 Of course, schools cannot do this unrestrained, at least not in the Dutch context: if the Dutch 
Educational Inspectorate suspects schools of preaching ideas that conflict with basic values of 
society, it has the power to take certain measures (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2008a). The 
only point made in this section is that the fear that a virtue-ethical approach leads to indoctri-
nation is unfounded – in fact, a real virtue-ethical approach precludes indoctrination. 
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religious beliefs can only be fostered in classrooms representing students from 
diverse cultures and religions. We do not go into this empirical discussion here, 
except to mention that there is some empirical material that suggests the opposite: 
that a stable and coherent primary culture is essential for children to develop a 
sense of identity, which is in turn a prerequisite for tolerant and loving relationships 
with others (Thiessen, 2001, p. 56). But we are careful not to imply that it has been 
proved empirically that Catholic schools produce highly tolerant students. 
As we have said, we only claim that it is possible for Catholic schools to stimu-
late the virtue of tolerance (at least in theory). This means there are no intrinsic 
features of religious schools that prevent them from instilling civic virtues. They 
can do so within and throughout a (religious) community. Although we cannot say 
that this goes for all civic virtues or for all religious educational contexts, we can 
safely assume that it applies to at least some other civic virtues (for example justice 
and solidarity) and some other religious schools. Within a community there will be 
ideas about what the ideal citizen looks like, ideas that need not be at odds with 
commonly held values. Within a community virtues get substantive content, 
whereas without a community they will usually be more formally and instrumental-
ly defined.  
Teachers in religious schools can stimulate feelings, desires and judgments in 
children by: 
(1) creating a moral community 
(2) arranging a broad range of moral activities and situations to practice 
(3) setting a moral example 
(4) organising moral classroom conversations 
If they do so, then the religious affiliation of schools need not be at odds with citi-
zenship education. More than that, religious schools (in this study: Catholic 
schools) can make a positive and valuable contribution to the development of civic 
virtues (in this study: justice, tolerance and solidarity) in students. 
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3.   Students’ perceptions and teachers’ self-ratings of 
modelling civic virtues16  
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
Being important socialising agents, teachers can be seen as models of virtue to their 
students. In this chapter, we explore the extent to which they can be seen as models 
of civic virtue. Thus we explore the extent to which teachers can contribute to stu-
dents’ development of civic virtue in Western liberal, democratic, multicultural 
society.  
In recent times there has been a tendency to reduce the concept of moral educa-
tion to formal aspects such as projects, methods and curricula (Hansen, 2001, 
p. 827). In a virtue-ethical approach to moral or citizenship education informal 
aspects of moral education are highlighted (see Chapter 2). This chapter is about 
one of these informal aspects (aspect 3, see Chapter 2): virtue modelling. It features 
prominently in virtue-ethical theories of moral education (e.g. Carr, 2006; Kris-
tjánsson, 2006; Van Tongeren, 2003). In this study we focus on an important model 
of virtue for children: the teacher. Our research goal is to determine to what extent 
the teachers in our study can be regarded as potential models of civic virtues. To 
this end we focus not only on teachers’ self-reports but also on the perceptions of 
their students. 
 Before presenting our empirical study we elaborate on the theoretical back-
ground to modelling in the next section. We indicate the importance of teachers’ 
modelling and present our theory about the virtues of good citizenship as well as 
our research questions.  
 
 
3.2 Theoretical background 
 
3.2.1 Theory of teachers’ modelling 
The idea that children can learn to be virtuous by looking at models of virtue is 
quite common, not only in a virtue-ethical approach but in many other approaches 
to moral education (cf. Berkowitz, 1995; Hansen, 2001; Solomon, Watson & Bat-
tistich, 2001). The claim that adults’ modelling has an effect on children is support-
ed by some empirical data. Adults’ modelling has proven to influence many facets 
of children’s moral behaviour, including generosity, warmth, charitableness and 
nurture (Solomon et al., 2001, p. 571; cf. Bandura, 1991).  
The more contact children have with good examples, the bigger the chance that 
those examples have an effect on them. Since school-going children are in contact 
with teachers for a significant part of the day, it can be assumed that the latter can 
strongly influence the moral development of their students (cf. Fenstermacher, 
                                              
16 This chapter is based on Willems, Denessen, Hermans and Vermeer (2012a).  
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2001, p. 640; Halstead & Taylor, 2000, p. 177). Moreover, teachers themselves 
believe this to be true (Fallona, 2000; Hansen, 2001, p. 851; Richardson & Fallona, 
2001, p. 714). Students, too, say that they are inspired by teachers who display 
moral behaviour (De Jong & Van der Zee, 2008).  
It is still unclear when and how modelling affects children’s minds and behav-
iour (Bandura, 1991; Berkowitz, 1995; Schwartz, 2007). However, virtue-ethicists 
seem to agree that modelling is a dynamic, constructive process. This means that 
children do not passively absorb standards of conduct from whatever influences 
happen to impinge on them. In the modelling process moral exemplars have to be 
recognised as representative of moral virtue, so that children can internalise the 
ideals and motives underlying the displayed behaviour. Virtue theorists (e.g. Sher-
man, 1999; Kristjánsson, 2006; Van Tongeren, 2003) agree that one can only speak 
of a successful modelling process when at least four factors are present: 
(1) A teacher has to display virtuous behaviour in the classroom. 
(2) A student has to see this behaviour.  
(3) A student has to recognise this behaviour as virtuous.17 
(4) A student has to internalise the underlying virtues.  
In this study we focus on the behaviour of the teacher (step 1) and the perceptions 
of teachers’ behaviour by students (step 2). These first two steps are major prereq-
uisites for the next two (Schwartz, 2007; Van Tongeren, 2003, p. 63).  
It should be noted that teachers’ modelling is not the same as a teacher show-
ing her students how things should be done while encouraging students to imitate 
this behaviour. Instead the teacher reveals and acts out her character in the count-
less forms of classroom interaction, in her approach to students and her relation-
ships with them. All kinds of teacher behaviour in the classroom can reveal or act 
out the teacher’s character. For example, in the way the teacher treats her students 
she can show patience or impatience, indulgence or harshness, friendliness or 
aloofness, fairness or unfairness. In the literature all such behaviour is referred to as 
the teacher’s ‘manner’ (Fallona, 2000; Fenstermacher, 2001; Hansen, 2001; Rich-
ardson & Fallona, 2001).  
In many formal types of moral education, especially programmes for character 
education in the U. S., moral education takes the form of direct instruction: exhor-
tation and transmission. Such programmes, however, seem to have little effect on 
the development of virtues in students (Fallona & Richardson, 2006, pp. 1050-
1052; cf. Solomon et al., 2001). This means that the concept of moral education 
must not be reduced to formal types only: what a teacher practises is probably even 
more important than what she preaches (Bandura, 1991; cf. Berkowitz, 1995; Laud, 
2000; Solomon et al., 2001, pp. 571-572). But though teachers’ modelling is be-
lieved to be such an important influence, not much research has been undertaken 
into this phenomenon. The rare empirical studies are mostly qualitative. For exam-
ple, Laud (2000) has observed teachers who are known for their talent for character 
development. Although she expected to focus on strategies, programmes and cur-
                                              
17 Step 2 refers to students’ perceptions of teachers’ behaviour, whereas step 3 entails their 
evaluation of teachers’ behaviour in terms of virtuousness. 
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ricular innovations, she found that the most salient influence on students’ character 
appeared to be the moral character that the teacher modelled to the children. Fallo-
na (2000) and Richardson and Fallona (2001) have attempted to identify underlying 
virtues in the activities, choices and conduct of different teachers, using various 
forms of qualitative data (interviews, observations and video recordings). Accord-
ing to the researchers it is possible to operationalise Aristotle’s definitions of vir-
tues like bravery, friendliness, justice, magnificence, mildness and generosity, and 
thus to recognise many of these virtues in teacher behaviour. In her recommenda-
tions for further research Fallona (2000, p. 693) suggests that it would be interest-
ing to investigate other virtues and include students’ perceptions of their teacher’s 
manner. Our study responds to these suggestions. 
Students’ perceptions of teachers’ manner have been studied before by 
Schwartz (2007). She studied the moral modelling qualities of thirteen high school 
teachers by means of teacher and student questionnaires. She did not study specific 
virtues, but asked questions about the teachers’ overall modelling qualities like 
their reasoning skills, moral concern, care and commitment to the development of 
others. She found that modelling qualities related to teachers’ emotional compe-
tence and leadership style. She also found that only 33% of the teachers’ ratings 
concurred with those of their students. However, only 21% to 76% percent of the 
students of each selected teacher completed the (quite complex) student question-
naire, which suggests that the perceptions of a large group of students are unknown.  
The present study explores the presence of three specific virtues (civic virtues; 
see below) in teacher behaviour in the eyes of whole classes of students. We asked 
students about their perceptions of their teacher’s behaviour and compared their 
perceptions with the self-reports of the teachers.  
 
3.2.2 Modelling the virtues of good citizenship 
In this study we distinguish between three important civic virtues: justice, tolerance 
and solidarity. Although virtues other than these could be classified as civic virtues, 
we argue that these three are crucial to civic excellence in Western liberal, demo-
cratic, multicultural society, precisely because it is liberal and democratic, because 
it is multicultural and because it is a society (see Chapter 1). In Chapter 2 we have 
argued that, according to virtue theorists, definitions of virtues always fit into a 
normative framework, and thus a specific moral context (Carr, 2006; Van Ton-
geren, 2003). Even civic virtues, which may be regarded as more or less universal 
and applicable to all citizens, can be interpreted differently in different traditions or 
communities (Carr, 2006). For example, the virtue of tolerance can be defined 
either in a passive, limited way or in an active, demanding way. Because the pre-
sent study is limited to students and teachers in Dutch Catholic primary schools, we 
have defined and operationalised the civic virtues from a perspective inspired by 
Catholic social thinking. In Chapter 1 and 2 we elaborated on that perspective: We 
argued that a Catholic perspective implies an active (not passive), community-
centred (not individual-centred) and ‘other’-centred (not ‘I’-centred) view of civic 
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virtues. More concretely, in the present study we call a teacher a model of justice if 
she shows, for example, that all her students are equally important to her, if she 
distributes her help and attention so that every child in her class gets the help and 
attention they need, and if she tries to take corrective measures to make involved 
children feel that they are taken seriously. We call a teacher a model of tolerance if, 
for example, she shows that she accepts, recognises and embraces all her students, 
she tries to understand their cultural and religious background and encourages 
students to talk to each other about their differences. We call a teacher a model of 
solidarity if, for example, she keeps a close eye on the welfare, relationships and 
connectedness of the children in the classroom, if she tries to turn her class into an 
integrated whole, in which the children care for each other’s welfare, and if she 
intervenes when children are excluded or feel unhappy in the classroom, even put-
ting other classroom activities and lessons aside to solve this. We operationalised 
the virtues in terms of the teacher’s behaviour in the classroom, not of her behav-
iour in her public capacity as a citizen. We have two reasons for assuming that both 
teachers’ behaviour in the classroom and citizens’ behaviour in public space refer 
to the same (civic) virtues. First, the classroom can be seen as a mini-society in 
which civic virtues are practised in a safe and manageable context (cf. Reidy, 1996, 
p 39-40; Veugelers, 2010, p. 48). Second, because virtuousness is a personal char-
acteristic, virtue theorists have argued that the same virtue can be demonstrated in 
different ways in different situations and roles (Van Tongeren, 2003).  
This chapter examines teachers’ modelling of justice, tolerance and solidarity, 
hence (civic) virtuous teacher behaviour. Our three research questions for this 
chapter are:  
 
(1) To what extent do teachers report virtuous teacher behaviour? 
(2) Do students perceive their teacher showing this behaviour?  
(3) What is the correspondence between the teachers’ self-reports and students’ 
perceptions?  
 
These research questions relate to steps 1 and 2 of the four steps model of model-
ling described above. Since those two steps do not include teachers’ or students’ 
labelling (or evaluations) of teacher behaviour as virtuous, we did not seek insight 
into the extent to which students’ valued their teachers’ behaviour, but mere-
ly inquired whether students perceived teacher behaviour that is labelled virtuous in 
terms of the sketched normative theoretical framework. This chapter therefore aims 
at assessing to what extent teachers’ behaviour has a potential for contributing to 
students’ development of civic virtues. 
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3.3 Method 
 
In our research we asked teachers to rate their behaviour in the classroom (their 
‘manner’) by means of a questionnaire. Furthermore, we asked students to rate their 
teacher’s manner, by means of a parallel questionnaire. Because of the required 
cognitive competences, only students from the two highest grades in Dutch primary 
education (grades 5 and 6; age group 10-12 years) were subjected to this question-
naire. In other educational research students of this age have proved able to rate 
teacher behaviour reliably and validly (cf. De Jong & Westerhof, 2001).  
 
3.3.1 Respondents 
Both student and teacher surveys were conducted in the 20 Dutch Catholic primary 
schools that participated in this study. These schools were situated in rural areas 
(N=6) as well as in urban (N=5) and mixed areas (N=9). One hundred and ninety-
nine K-6 teachers (student ages: 4-12 years) participated. Their mean age was 45 
years (sd=11 years). About 16 percent of them were male18. All these teachers 
completed the teacher questionnaire. Forty-one teachers who taught grades 5 and 6 
(student ages: 10-12) had their students fill in the student version of the question-
naire. The mean age of these teachers was 46 years (sd=10 years); 42% were male 
(In Dutch primary education male teachers usually teach the higher grades). Data 
were obtained from 888 students. Teachers’ and students’ anonimity was guaran-
teed. 
 
3.3.2 Measures 
Both questionnaires, which can be found in Appendix 1 and 2, were developed to 
measure to what extent teachers act in a way that, according to our theory, embod-
ies justice, tolerance and solidarity. The questionnaires each comprised fourteen 
items referring to these three virtues. The teacher was asked to rate the extent to 
which each item suited her, using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (not applicable) 
to 5 (highly applicable). The student questionnaire contained similar items, but in 
simpler language, with ratings 1 (not true) to 5 (true).19 
                                              
18 These numbers give some indication that our sample was fairly representative to the popula-
tion of teachers in Dutch primary education. According to Statistics Netherlands (numbers of 
2008), the mean age of these teachers is 45 years and 16% is male. 
19 In addition to these responses each item in the student questionnaire included the alternative, 
‘I don’t know’, which was scored as a missing response. As a result the mean number of 
missing responses per student was 2.69. In our reliability analyses and in the computation of 
mean scale scores we omitted students that had more than one missing response on the rele-
vant scale. This explains the differences in N in the different analyses. Because of the rela-
tively large number of missing values, correlations among items of the student questionnaires 
were computed with pair-wise deletion of missing data. 
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In operationalising justice, tolerance and solidarity in teacher manner we 
adopted the perspective outlined above. To get a picture of justice we formulated 
items on the extent to which the teacher shows that all her students are equally 
important to her, distributes her help and attention in such a way that quiet, weaker 
and inconspicuous students also get the help and attention they need, and tries to 
take corrective measures to make involved children feel that their thoughts, feelings 
and desires are taken seriously. Because the virtue of justice is linked to deontolog-
ical notions of duty and law (cf. Slote, 2002; Steutel, 1992) and thus refers to what 
you should not do rather than to what you should do, it turned out to be easier to 
formulate these items negatively. Thus, instead of asking about the extent of teach-
ers’ just behaviour, we asked about the extent of unjust behaviour. This helped us 
to create items that refer to recognisable and salient behaviour and to avoid nega-
tive words like ‘never’ or ‘seldom’ in the items (which might make it difficult for 
students to rate an item positively). To get a picture of the teacher’s tolerance we 
formulated items on the extent to which the teacher shows positive interest in stu-
dents’ cultural background and encourages them to talk about their cultural differ-
ences. To get a picture of the teacher’s solidarity we formulated items on the extent 
to which the teacher tries to turn her class into a community where students (and 
teacher) care about each other’s well-being and intervenes when children are ex-
cluded or feel unhappy in the classroom.  
The items of the two questionnaires are presented in tables 1 and 2: items with 
the same code in the two tables are parallels. Factor analysis of both questionnaires 
yielded three scales: justice (5 items), tolerance (4 items) and solidarity (5 items) 
became fairly apparent in the teacher questionnaires (see table 1) and the student 
questionnaire (see table 2), explaining 35-40 % of the total variance of both teach-
ers and students. To allow unidirectional interpretations scores on items referring to 
justice were reversed for further analyses.  
Concerning the teacher questionnaire the scales showed Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficients ranging from .71 (justice) to .74 (tolerance and solidarity). Reliability 
analysis of the scales of the student questionnaire yielded alpha coefficients of .67 
for justice (N=693), .65 for tolerance (N=477) and .74 for solidarity (N=694). This 
means that all scales were fairly reliable. We assigned three scale scores (justice, 
tolerance, and solidarity) to both teachers and students by computing the mean 
score of all the scale’s items.  
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Table 1:  Varimax-rotated factor matrix of teacher questionnaire (N = 199) 
 
 Factor 
Item Solidarity Justice Tolerance h2
Solidarity  
S1. When I notice that a child does not feel 
included in the classroom, my class and I look 
for a solution together.  
.54 .14 .14 .34
 S2. I put other activities aside to work with my 
class to strengthen our mutual bond.  
.60 .21 .18 .44
S3. I put everything aside to find a solution 
when a child feels left out, even at the expense 
of my curriculum planning.  
.67 .20 .07 .50
S4. I regularly discuss with my class how we 
can ensure that everyone feels included.  
.44 .27 .22 .32
S5. When something is the matter with a child in 
my class I will activate the whole class to help 
him, cheer him up or talk about it (if possible).  
.52 .07 .11 .29
Justice    
J1. I suppose I sometimes convey to my class 
that I appreciate some children less than other 
children. a 
-.15 -.43 -.10 .22
J2. It does happen that I listen more closely to 
talkative children than to the other children. a 
-.08 -.63 -.12 .42
J3. In distributing my attention it does occur that 
inconspicuous children get too little and con-
spicuous children too much. a  
-.26 -.62 .00 .46
J4. It does happen that I want to resolve fights 
between children too quickly without paying 
sufficient attention to what each child really 
thinks, feels and wants. a  
-.20 -.48 .00 .28
J5. When I distribute my help and attention it 
sometimes happens that the children who need it 
most don’t get enough. a  
-.03 -.59 .00 .35
Tolerance    
T1. I show interest in the social world of chil-
dren whose background or home environment is 
unfamiliar to me. 
.06 .01 .61 .38
T2. I invite children whose values at home differ 
from those at school to tell me about it.  
.27 .07 .66 .51
T3. I pay positive attention to children whose 
background or home environment is unfamiliar 
to me.  
.08 .09 .75 .57
T4. I talk to the children to learn about their 
practices and habits at home.  
.37 .03 .50 .38
% explained variance 13.9 2.7 12.7 9.4 
 
a This item was negatively formulated.  
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Table 2:  Varimax-rotated factor matrix of student questionnaire (N = 429)  
 
 Factor  
Item Solidarity Justice Tolerance h2
Solidarity   
S1. When a child feels excluded in the class-
room my teacher will look for a solution to-
gether with the whole class.  
.58 .19 .20 .41
S2. My teacher does many things to help our 
class get along with each other.  
.32 .38 .24 .30
S3. My teacher takes great pains to find a 
solution when a child feels left out.  
.66 .30 .11 .54
S4. My teacher regularly discusses with the 
class how we can ensure that everyone is in-
cluded.  
.57 .17 .18 .39
S5. When a child in the class feels unhappy my 
teacher gets the whole class to help him (if 
possible).  
.59 .26 .19 .45
Justice    
J1. I sometimes think my teacher appreciates 
some children less than other children. a 
-.19 -.53 -.07 .32
J2. Sometimes my teacher listens more to loud-
mouthed children than to the other children.a 
-.06 -.34 -.06 .12
J3. Sometimes my teacher pays too little atten-
tion to quiet children and too much to conspic-
uous children.a  
-.11 -.54 -.07 .31
J4. When I quarrel with someone and go to the 
teacher she pays little attention to what I really 
think, feel and want. a  
-.27 -.54 -.11 .37
J5. Sometimes my teacher does not give 
enough help to the children who need it most. a 
-.17 -.54 -.08 .33
Tolerance    
T1. I think my teacher knows a lot about the 
home lives of the children in our class.  
.04 .12 .48 .25
T2. Children whose home lives differ from 
those of other children are invited by the 
teacher to tell us about this.  
.16 .08 .44 .23
T3. My teacher shows that she is interested in 
hearing about how children live at home.  
.10 .15 .63 .43
T4. My teacher talks to the children to learn 
about their home lives.  
.28 -.02 .55 .38
% explained variance 13.0 12.1 9.5 34.6 
a This item was negatively formulated . 
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Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were computed20 to check to what extent 
students in classrooms rated their teacher consistently. These ICCs afford insight 
into the degree of agreement among students in the classes, hence are estimates of 
consensus. The ICCs were .13 for justice, .21 for solidarity and .28 for tolerance. 
Since in classroom studies a minimum ICC of .10 is suggested as an indicator of 
sufficient consensus (cf. Den Brok et al., 2004, p. 433; Den Brok et al., 2010, 
pp. 191-192), we considered it legitimate to aggregate student scores on class rat-
ings of the teacher as a reliable indicator of their teachers’ behaviour. To this end 
we assigned each teacher three student perception scale scores (justice, tolerance 
and solidarity).  
Tables 3 and 4 show correlations between teachers’ virtuous behaviour as rated 
by their students and by themselves. Students’ ratings and teachers’ self-reports 
showed correlations among the three virtues, indicating that those behaviours are 
related, the justice-tolerance correlation being weakest (.17 and .22) and the justice-
solidarity correlation being the strongest (.40 and .48).  
 
Table 3: Pearson correlations between teachers’ self-reported virtuous behaviour  
(N = 199) 
 
 Justice Tolerance Solidarity 
 
Justice .00 
Tolerance .17* 1.00 
Solidarity .40* .40* 1.00 
* p < .05 
 
 
Table 4:  Pearson correlations between student ratings of teachers’ virtuous behaviour  
(N = 429) 
 
 Justice Tolerance Solidarity 
 
Justice 1.00 
Tolerance .22* 1.00 
Solidarity .48* .39* 1.00 
* p < .05 
 
 
3.3.3 Analysis 
To test the correspondence between student ratings of teachers’ virtuous behaviour 
and teachers’ self-reports we performed t-tests for paired samples and correlations 
between student and teacher ratings. The required level of significance was .05. 
                                              
20 ICCs were computed by comparing the variance between teachers with the total variance on 
the scales. This was done by means of the SPSS procedure Variance Components (with 
teacher as a random factor). 
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3.4 Results 
 
Our three research questions are:  
 
(1) To what extent do teachers report virtuous teacher behaviour? 
(2) Do students see their teacher showing this behaviour?  
(3) What is the correspondence between teachers’ self-reports and students’ per-
ceptions?  
 
To answer the first two questions, we used descriptive statistics of teacher and 
student data respectively. To answer the third question we tested the difference and 
correspondence between the two data sets. 
 
3.4.1 Research question 1: Teachers’ self-reports of their virtuousness  
Table 5 gives descriptive statistics of teachers’ self-reports, which indicate that 
teachers on average report quite high levels of behaviour that we have defined as 
indicating justice, tolerance and solidarity (means around 4.00).  
 
Table 5:  Descriptive statistics of teachers’ self-reports of their virtuous behaviour  
(N = 199) 
 
Scale Mean Std. dev. Min. Max. 
Justice  3.79 .65 1.60 5.00 
Tolerance  3.85 .67 1.25 5.00 
Solidarity 4.02 .59 2.20 5.00 
 
 
The 41 teachers who had their students complete the student questionnaire did not 
differ significantly from the 158 other teachers in the sample (justice: t(197)=-.96, 
p=.336; tolerance: t(197)=,04, p=.972; solidarity: t(197)=.05, p=.964). 
 
3.4.2 Research question 2: Student perceptions of virtuousness  
in teachers’ manner 
The means, standard deviations, and minimum and maximum aggregated student 
ratings of teachers’ virtuous behaviour appear in Table 6. In general class ratings of 
the teacher are quite high when it comes to justice (mean = 4.28) and solidarity 
(mean = 4.04). The mean scores indicate that the students perceived their teachers 
as showing quite clearly that every student is of equal value to them (justice) and 
turning their class into an integrated, caring community (solidarity). Student ratings 
are lower when it came to tolerance, the mean score being 2.97. This seems to 
indicate that in the students’ eyes teachers (on average) show comparatively little 
interest in children from different backgrounds. We also need to note differences 
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between the minimums and maximums in the last two columns. Allowing for the 
fact that the table reflects class scores and not those of individual students, these 
differences indicate quite considerable variation in the aggregate perceptions of 
students.  
  
Table 6: Descriptive statistics of class ratings of teachers’ virtuous behaviour (N = 41) 
 
Scale Mean Std. dev. Min. Max. 
Justice  4.28 .32 3.57 4.83 
Tolerance  2.97 .57 2.03 3.94 
Solidarity  4.04 .41 2.93 4.68 
 
3.4.3 Research question 3: Correspondence between teacher and  
student ratings 
Differences between teacher and student ratings of solidarity were not statistically 
significant (t(33) = -.07, p = .942), but they were significant for justice (t(33) =  
-4.78, p < .001) and tolerance (t(33) = 5.36, p < .001).21 In general students rated 
their teachers more highly than the teachers rated themselves when it came to jus-
tice, and students rated their teachers less highly than the teachers rated themselves 
when it came to tolerance.22  
To investigate whether there was any relationship between the teachers’ and 
their students’ ratings we calculated correlations between the teacher scales and 
their class’s aggregated ratings (students’ average rating). The only significant 
correlation was between the scales for justice (r = .38, p = .029): the higher the 
level of just behaviour reported by teachers, the higher the student rating. We found 
no significant correlations between the scales for tolerance (r = .13, p = .443) and 
solidarity (r = .15, p = .421), which means that teachers’ self-reported levels of 
tolerance and solidarity did not relate to those perceived by their students.  
 
 
3.5 Discussion 
 
The main purpose of this chapter was to examine to what extent teachers have a 
potential to function as models of civic virtue in their classrooms. In the introduc-
tion we argued that the teacher’s modelling of virtues is important for students’ 
virtue development and consequently teachers who model civic virtues help stu-
dents to become good citizens. We argued that successful modelling consists of at 
least these four elements: 
                                              
21 In some cases we obtained student data but no teacher data. These classes were excluded 
from this analysis, accounting for the smaller N. 
22 When we tested differences in regard to justice and tolerance on the level of items, we found 
that all items significantly explained the differences between the scale scores. There was no 
indication that some items explained more than others. 
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(1) A teacher has to display virtuous behaviour in the classroom. 
(2) A student has to see this behaviour.  
(3) A student has to recognise this behaviour as virtuous.  
(4) A student has to internalise the underlying virtues.  
In this study we focused on the behaviour of teachers (step 1), which is observed by 
their students (step 2). We argued that a teacher has the potential to function as a 
model of virtuous citizenship if (1) she displays civic virtues in her behaviour in the 
classroom (her ‘manner’) and when (2) students see this behaviour. Hence it was 
not sufficient simply to ask teachers about their behaviour in the classroom − we 
had to ask their students as well (cf. Schwartz, 2007). That is why we developed 
two parallel questionnaires, in which both teachers and students were asked to rate 
the teacher’s behaviour. 
Our first research question focused on teachers’ self-reports of the extent to 
which they display justice, tolerance and solidarity in their manner (step 1). The 
results of the teacher questionnaire indicate that the teachers in this study generally 
perceived themselves as behaving in a way that, according to our theory, is quite 
virtuous in terms of justice, tolerance and solidarity. 
Our second research question focused on the student data on their actual per-
ception of the teacher’s manner (step 2). The results of these data give a slightly 
different image: teachers were generally perceived as behaving in a way that is, 
according to our theory, quite virtuous in terms of justice and solidarity, but less so 
in terms of tolerance. This indicates that the teachers may be quite good examples 
of justice and solidarity to the students, but less so in the case of tolerance. A next 
step would be to determine to what extent students label these behaviours as virtu-
ous. 
Our third research question was: what is the correspondence between teachers’ 
self-reports and students’ perceptions? First we analysed the difference between 
teachers’ ratings and students’ perceptions. Differences concerning tolerance ap-
peared to be quite large: teachers seemingly perceived themselves as persons who 
are quite open to and interested in children from different backgrounds, but they 
might be too optimistic about the extent to which they show this to their students. 
In the case of justice it is the other way round: when it comes to distributing atten-
tion and taking corrective measures teachers did better in the eyes of their students 
than in their own eyes.  
Correspondence between teachers’ self-reports and students’ perceptions is 
important to arrive at a successful modelling process. After all, it is not sufficient if 
a teacher reports certain kinds of behaviour (step 1): the students have to be able to 
see that behaviour (step 2). The results of our analysis of the correspondence be-
tween teacher and student ratings indicate that teachers’ picture of their own man-
ner does not always match that of their students. The correlations between teacher 
and class scales were significant only in the case of justice; the scales for tolerance 
and solidarity did not correlate significantly. Apparently teachers’ perceptions of 
their own behaviour does not accord with their students’ perceptions. Although it is 
quite a common finding that teacher and student ratings of teacher behaviour do not 
correlate (cf. Negenman & Denessen, 2009; Schwartz, 2007), it raises doubts about 
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the accuracy of teachers’ picture of how students perceive their manner. From the 
results of this study we would say that such correspondence is not as natural and 
self-evident as is usually assumed.  
We can think of several causes for the lack of correspondence. For example, 
students may not have confined their rating to isolated behaviours. They may see 
these as part of a pattern, in which other behavioural aspects play a role. This 
means that teachers may perform actions that we have defined as virtuous, but at 
the same time send other moral messages via their facial expressions and body 
language, the confidence and trust they may or may not inspire, or their aura of 
friendliness and personal integrity (Halstead & Taylor, 2000, pp. 177-178). Thus a 
teacher may be just in the sense that she ensures that the weakest children get most 
help, but in helping these children she may come across as irritated, impatient or 
cold. In such cases students may rate more than just the teacher behaviour de-
scribed in the questionnaire items. On the other hand, aspects like confidence, trust, 
friendliness and integrity have moral relevance (and thus are relevant to the teach-
er’s modelling qualities) in their own right (cf. Fallona & Richardson, 2006, 
p. 1047; Hansen, 2001, p. 838). Another possible explanation for the lack of corre-
spondence is that teachers, on average, may not be that concerned about the way 
they come across to their students. They may not be that aware of and alert to their 
own manner and consequently gave inadequate self-reports. After all, according to 
Berkowitz (1995), Halstead and Taylor (2000, p. 177), Hansen (2001) and Richard-
son and Fallona (2001) teachers are not always that conscious of the moral aspects 
of their task and the fact that their actions transmit moral messages.  
A last finding worth mentioning is that the degree of consensus among students 
was quite low. The same teacher was rated differently by different students in their 
classroom (resulting in quite low ICCs). This indicates that the same teacher can 
have a different moral impact on different students and (thus) influence them dif-
ferently. This finding may cast doubt on the idea that the same teacher functions as 
a model of virtuousness for all students. It would be interesting to study whether 
there are student characteristics that correlate with students’ ratings of their teacher. 
For example, school motivation, intelligence and skills might correlate with percep-
tion of teachers’ justice, because weak students (who might feel much need for help 
and attention) may be more inclined to think that their teacher distributes help and 
attention unfairly; or the ratings of the teacher’s tolerance may correlate with the 
students’ cultural background, because immigrant students (whose cultural or reli-
gious background differs from the teacher’s) may be more likely to feel misunder-
stood than non-immigrant students. Future research specifically focused on rela-
tionships between students’ characteristics and their perceptions of their teachers’ 
behaviour may provide insight into the causes of the differences in students’ per-
ceptions and the possibility of teachers transmitting a virtuous image that is recog-
nisable to all students in their classroom.  
Because students’ different perceptions of the same teacher, some students 
may recognise more virtue in the teacher’s behaviour (step 3 of our model) than 
others, and consequently be more influenced by her modelling behaviour (step 4). 
However, because there are also differences between teachers, some teachers may 
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have greater overall potential to stimulate virtue development than others. Future 
research could afford insight into the effects of teacher behaviour. After all, this 
study only focused on steps 1 and 2. We studied whether the teachers in our sample 
can be called good models of civic virtue. However, since it is not entirely clear 
when and how the first two steps lead to the last two steps of the modelling se-
quence (cf. Fenstermacher, 2001, p. 649; Halstead & Taylor, 2000, p. 177), we do 
not know what the implications of the observed teacher behaviour are. In this re-
search we only learned what students see, not what they do with it. Further re-
search, for example to compare the virtue development of students with strong 
teacher models with that of students with weak teacher models, could shed more 
light on the power of virtue modelling in teachers’ manner. 
 
 
3.6 Suggestions for educational practice 
 
What do the results of this study mean for teacher practice? First, we learned that 
the students in this study saw their teachers’ behaviour as quite virtuous in terms of 
justice and solidarity: in the case of justice they rated their teacher even more high-
ly than the teachers rated themselves. This indicates that most teachers in this study 
have the potential to function as a model of these two virtues. It should be good 
news to them, although it is not that surprising: after all, the virtues of justice and 
solidarity are linked to concepts that are central to teachers’ task, like encouraging 
children’s individual development and fair classroom management (justice-linked), 
and inclusion and care for students (solidarity-linked). In the case of the virtue of 
tolerance the picture is different. Although teachers generally report what we inter-
pret as quite tolerant behaviour, their students perceived them as less tolerant. If we 
consider it important for students to see tolerance in their teacher’s manner, teach-
ers have to put more effort into demonstrating tolerance in their behaviour, for 
example by devoting more attention to cultural differences between students in the 
classroom and by discussing students’ background and home environment more 
often.  
Second, we learned that even teachers who assume that their behaviour can be 
considered virtuous in terms of our theory cannot be too sure that children perceive 
it as such. We have argued that correspondence between the teacher’s perceptions 
and students’ perceptions is important for a successful modelling process. It could 
be helpful to train teachers in becoming aware of, reflecting and eventually improv-
ing their manner in a way their students will notice (cf. Schwartz, 2007, p. 17). The 
results of student questionnaires like the one used in this study can function as a 
mirror for teachers to make them realise that their perception of their own manner 
is not the same as their students’. Teacher guidance tools like video interaction 
training can also help teachers to gain greater insight, not only into what they do 
(do I do the right things?), but also into how they do it (do I do the things right?) 
and why they do it (what virtues/vices does my behaviour demonstrate?). In addi-
tion it may stimulate teachers to explain their manner and the reasons for it more 
often. This would help students to understand the decisions the teacher makes every 
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day − the reasons, emotions and desires that underlie these decisions. It can also 
help students to recognise the virtues underlying the teacher’s behaviour and thus 
be a preliminary to step 3 of our model. In order to be a good model it might not 
only be important to practise what you preach, but also to preach (name and ex-
plain) what you practise.  
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4.   Assessing qualities of moral classroom conversations in 
the domain of citizenship education23 
 
4.1 Introduction  
 
One of the basic assumptions of a virtue-ethical approach is that children need to 
realise the meaning and significance of the virtues (Kupperman, 1999; Sherman, 
1999; Sprod, 2001). In Chapter 2, we have argued that arranging high-quality class-
room conversations about moral issues (aspect 4 of a virtue-ethical approach to 
moral education) is probably the most appropriate and promising means of stimu-
lating such insights at school (Farr Darling, 2002; Skillen, 1997; Sprod, 2001). In 
this chapter we shall identify the characteristics of moral classroom conversations 
and analyse, in terms of these features, four conversations about a citizenship issue. 
Our goal is to determine whether these characteristics can indeed be recognised in 
lessons given by teachers, and whether they can be used to assess qualities of the 
lessons.  
 
 
4.2 A normative framework for moral classroom conversations  
  
Before presenting our empirical research, we propose to identify those characteris-
tics of moral conversations that, according to the theory of virtue ethics, have a 
potential to stimulate the development of virtue in students.  
The topic of a moral classroom conversation is always a moral issue: an issue 
with a potential for helping or harming someone, including oneself. Since virtue-
ethicists emphasise the importance of student involvement, it seems best to discuss 
moral issues arising from life-like situations that are actually related to students’ 
perception of their environment, rather than abstract moral dilemmas (Sprod, 
2001). For example, children might be asked to imagine an encounter with a Mus-
lim girl being bullied by two boys because of her headscarf. This situation (which 
relates to civic virtues such as justice, tolerance and solidarity) may be so presented 
that students can imagine it happening in their own school or home environment, or 
relate it to experiences of their own. Starting from such a situation, students may be 
challenged to find the solution most appropriate to themselves as moral persons.  
As regards the didactics of moral classroom conversation, we have identified 
three aspects that teachers can highlight to stimulate the development of virtue in 
their students. These rely on the virtue-ethical conception that the growth of virtue 
involves the development of moral reason (aspect 1) as well as moral emotional 
involvement (aspect 2) in the service of a normative ideal of virtue (aspect 3) (cf. 
Carr, 2005, pp. 140-144; Sprod, 2001, pp. 92-96; Van der Ven, 1998, p. 381). The 
next few paragraphs provide an outline of these three aspects.  
                                              
23 This chapter is based on Willems, Denessen, Hermans and Vermeer (accepted).  
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4.2.1 Aspect 1: Encouraging students to be morally reasonable  
This aspect is prioritised in most approaches to moral education. Value transmis-
sion approaches have been criticised for neglecting it (Puka, 2000; Sprod, 2001), 
but most other approaches seem to regard moral development as a basically cogni-
tive process: children have to develop reasonable, well substantiated moral beliefs 
and consistent moral behavioural repertoires. This is important in virtue ethics as 
well. After all, phronèsis (the practical wisdom needed to estimate, judge, evaluate 
and contemplate situations and possible actions) is presumed in each and every 
virtue (Hirst, 1999; Sherman, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003). Educators who want to 
follow a virtue-ethical approach must encourage children to think for themselves; 
to make their own moral choices and decisions. We distinguish two kinds of teach-
er interventions that might stimulate moral reasonableness in students:  
 Questioning students about their moral opinions and behaviours. It is important 
for teachers to ask questions that will set students thinking about their own 
opinions on (aspects of) the situation and their inclination to act in certain ways. 
Their opinions and actions may well reflect their own virtues (Steutel & Carr, 
1999; Ryan & Bohlin, 1999). In questioning students about their opinions and 
actions, teachers can help them discover these virtues and the full range of mor-
al options (cf. Sprod, 2001).  
 Asking students “why” questions. Students should learn to account for their 
opinions and give sound, sensible reasons for their actions. Thus, in a moral 
conversation, it is important for the teacher to ask questions that get at the deep-
er reasons and motives: why students think, feel or (want to) act in a specific 
way (Sprod, 2001; cf. Ryan & Bohlin, 1999). Students must learn to reflect on 
their motives; on whether their thoughts, feelings and inclinations are appropri-
ate and legitimate. In virtue ethics, questions about reasons and motives are 
even more essential. Without knowing these, one cannot know whether some-
one is really virtuous (cf. MacIntyre, 1999). A virtuous person thinks, feels and 
does the right things for the right reasons. Students should therefore be encour-
aged to think about the reasons.  
 
4.2.2 Aspect 2: Encouraging students to be emotionally involved  
It has long been held that the moral life is basically rational and that moral educa-
tion is a matter of enhancing reason. Defenders of values clarification and moral 
dilemma stage theories have assumed that if people were better at moral reasoning, 
this would influence their moral behaviour. However, as many authors (e.g. Puka, 
2000; Van der Ven, 1998) have pointed out, the transfer between moral judgment 
and moral behaviour is far from self-evident. Something more is needed: people 
should not only know how to be good, they must also care about being good 
(Sprod, 2001). This is why virtue-ethicists insist that moral development has to 
appeal to the feelings and desires of students (Sherman, 1999; Sprod, 2001). 
Teachers have to encourage emotional involvement with the moral issue at stake. 
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Sprod (2001, p. 165; cf. Van der Ven 1998, p. 337) distinguishes two kinds of 
teacher interventions that can stimulate students to become emotionally involved:  
 Asking students to empathise with involved persons. To be emotionally in-
volved, one needs to identify with others and try to imagine their perspectives 
and motivations. A teacher can encourage this by asking questions about the 
thoughts, feelings and inclinations of others (Nucci, 2001; Sprod, 2001; Van der 
Ven, 1998). This is particularly vital in the development of empathy, or identifi-
cation with the feelings of another (Nucci 2001). Empathy may be considered 
an important moral emotion because most virtues, especially the civic virtues 
that are the crux of this chapter, are oriented towards others (fellow citizens). 
Teachers who want to promote these virtues in their students should encourage 
them to empathise with others (cf. Kristjánsson, 2004; Kupperman, 1999).  
 Asking students to relate a given situation to a personal life experience. In real-
life anecdotes, students present themselves “as whole, embodied persons” 
(Sprod, 2001, p. 195). Thus, relating a given case to a real-life situation or event 
can bring it to life for students, introduce emotions and desires, strengthen mor-
al imagination and evoke reflection about their own actions (Nucci, 2001; 
Sprod, 2001). A teacher can encourage this by asking students to call to mind a 
personal experience and/or asking questions about an experience that a student 
has related. In the case of the bullied Muslim girl, for instance, the teacher can 
ask students to recall a situation in which they were bullied, bullied someone or 
watched someone being bullied, encouraging them to remember their thoughts 
and feelings at the time.  
 
4.2.3 Aspect 3: Guiding students towards virtue  
Some approaches to moral education, especially those aimed at values clarification, 
encourage teachers to adopt a more or less neutral role so as to avoid the dangers of 
indoctrination. However, the danger of a neutral role is that the teacher transmits a 
message of moral relativism or moral indifference (Puka, 2000; Ryan & Bohlin, 
1999; Van der Ven, 1998). In a virtue-ethical approach, however, the teacher con-
stitutes a moral example whose comments and explanations may inspire students 
and encourage them to examine their own ideas and beliefs (Ryan & Bohlin, 1999; 
Sprod, 2001).  
In this study we distinguish two ways in which teachers can do this: non-
motivated moral statements and motivated moral statements. Both can help to fa-
miliarise students with the significance of certain virtues. According to our theory, 
however, motivated moral statements have more potential to stimulate the devel-
opment of virtue; and therefore, for several reasons, motivated moral statements are 
preferable to non-motivated ones.  
 In a non-motivated moral statement, the teacher implicitly shows that she con-
siders something to be of importance or value. For example: the teacher may 
praise a student who shows moral qualities or admonish one who lacks them. 
Another example: a teacher may ask a normative question, one that presumes 
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her own normative point of view. In the case of the bullied Muslim girl, the 
teacher might ask: “How can you help this girl?” This implicitly shows that the 
teacher thinks it important to help if you can.  
 In a motivated moral statement, the teacher explicitly states or defends her 
moral values and beliefs. In the case of the bullied Muslim girl, the teacher 
might say: “Helping this girl is a courageous act because it shows that you care 
about the feelings of others and about making them happy rather than sad.” 
Such statements are arguably more conducive than non-motivated ones to the 
development of virtue in students (Nucci, 2001; Sprod, 2001) – because stu-
dents need to understand why a certain opinion, emotion or inclination can be 
called virtuous (Sprod, 2001), and that actions are virtuous only in so far as they 
reflect underlying good motives (cf. MacIntyre, 1999).  
 
4.2.4 Summary of the model  
Table 7 lists the aspects and teacher interventions we have distinguished. It also 
gives examples of these teacher interventions that could be used in a classroom 
conversation – for instance, about the bullied Muslim girl.  
 
Table 7: Aspects and teacher interventions in our model, with examples 
 
Aspect Teacher interventions Examples 
1. Encouraging 
students to be 
morally rea-
sonable  
Questioning students about 
their moral opinions and 
behaviours 
“What would you do if you were to walk past 
and see this scene?”  
“How do you feel about bullying?”  
Asking students “why” 
questions  
“Why would you help this girl?”  
“Why do you think that bullying is wrong?”  
2. Encouraging 
students to be 
emotionally 
involved  
 
Asking students to empa-
thise with the persons 
involved  
“How would you feel if you were that girl, 
being bullied by those two boys?”  
“What do you think she would like you to 
do?”  
Asking students to relate 
the given situation to a 
personal life experience  
“Have you ever experienced something simi-
lar?”  
“You say you were also bullied by two big 
boys. How did you feel at the time?”  
3.  
Guiding stu-
dents towards 
virtue  
  
Non-motivated moral 
statements  
“That is very nice of you!” (praise without 
motivation)  
“How can you help this girl?” (normative 
question)  
Motivated moral state-
ments (preferable)  
“Helping this girl is a courageous act because it 
shows that you care about the feelings of others 
and about making them happy rather than sad.”  
“This girl is not so different from you. Like you, 
she wants to be free and feels unhappy about 
being bullied. To realise this is to respect the 
girl’s feelings.” 
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In the next section we present the four teachers who participated in our study, and 
the lessons they organised. We shall see whether the relevant aspects and interven-
tions can be recognised in what they said and in how their students reacted. This 
will help us to understand how our model can be used to judge qualities of a lesson.  
  
 
4.3 Moral classroom conversation in practice  
 
4.3.1 Methodology  
We now propose to take a closer look at the classroom conversations of four 5th to 
6th grade teachers (student age: 10-12 years) in four Dutch Catholic primary 
schools: Mrs Adams (47 years old), Mrs Becker (30), Mr Mulder (38) and Mr West 
(51)24. These four teachers organised classroom conversations based on a situation 
depicted on a poster. The situation is supposed to be life-like and related to the 
students’ perception of their environment (we have already drawn attention to the 
importance of this factor). The poster shows four children playing soccer. At the 
edge of the playing field there is a boy in a wheelchair (see Picture 4.1).  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Picture 4.1: Poster used in moral classroom conversations  
 
The participating teachers were given written instructions for the lesson. They were 
asked to present the situation as a moral issue: the boy in the wheelchair might like 
to join in the game, but he can’t. Presented in this way, the situation links up with 
questions related to civic virtues, such as: “How do I take the needs and interests of 
others into account?” (justice); “How do I deal with people who are different from 
me?” (tolerance); and “How do I consider the well-being of others?” (solidarity). 
The teachers were asked to organise a classroom conversation of about 15 minutes’ 
duration. The goals of the lesson were broadly formulated: (1) developing students’ 
reasonableness about moral problems in their daily lives, and (2) developing their 
                                              
24 To guarantee the anonimity of teachers, teacher names as well as student names have been 
changed in this chapter. 
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awareness of and involvement with such moral problems. Both are considered 
important in the development of virtue25. Teachers were asked to present the situa-
tion to the children and have them imagine themselves involved in it (introduction); 
then enter into a conversation with them (essence) and provide a summary or con-
clusion at the end (closure). No further directions were given as to methodology, 
because we were interested in the different kinds of teacher utterances that would 
come up spontaneously during the discussion.  
The four teachers did indeed present the situation to their students in an intro-
duction. They elaborated on the picture, sometimes adding extra information to 
make the story more vivid. A conversation then followed between teacher and 
class. Though all the teachers seemed to conclude the conversation by making one 
or more normative statements, the transition to the closure was not easily recog-
nisable as such.  
The classroom conversations were audio taped and transcribed. In the subpara-
graphs that follow, we take a closer look at these transcripts in terms of the aspects 
and interventions pinpointed before, giving one or two examples from the transcript 
in each case.  
  
4.3.2 Aspect 1: Developing students’ moral reasonableness  
We have distinguished two kinds of teacher interventions that can encourage stu-
dents to be morally reasonable:  
 Questioning students about their moral opinions and behaviours  
All four teachers asked questions about students’ opinions and behaviours – Mrs 
Becker, in particular, asked many. Most of them were formulated as “what would 
you do” questions:  
   
 Mrs Adams: “What would you do at that moment?”  
 Student: “Well, I would ask him to join in, but that wouldn’t be any good.”  
 Mrs Adams: “What do you think of that, Sarah?”  
Sarah: “Well, I would suggest playing some other game. For instance, we could 
play hide and seek, and someone could push his wheelchair.”  
   
Such questions seemed to encourage the children to think about their intended 
behaviour, which indicates that they were indeed relevant questions with regard to 
virtue development.  
  
                                              
25 The three aspects of our model are related to these goals: They are (didactical) means to 
stimulate the development towards these goals. The first aspect can be seen as a means to 
reach the first goal, which is more cognitive. The second aspect can be seen as a means to 
reach the second goal, which is more affective. The third aspect is, although more indirectly, 
related to both goals. Being a moral example, a teacher can provide her students with an hori-
zon of virtue towards which they may develop (cognitively as well as affectively). 
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 Asking students “why” questions  
Sometimes students motivated their answers by means of reasons, as in this case:  
   
Mrs Adams: “I think Aron [the boy in the wheelchair] will be in a wheelchair all 
his life. What kind of a life would that be? Robert?”  
Robert: “A bad life, because you are always in the wheelchair and you can do al-
most nothing.”  
   
Students did not often come up with such reasons spontaneously; and this is not 
surprising, because giving reasons is one of the things that we hope students will 
learn in these conversations. That is why teachers not only need to question stu-
dents about their opinions and behaviour, but also to ask “why” questions to elicit 
reasons. However, the teachers in our study did not do this very often. Mr Mulder 
did not ask any “why” questions; Mrs Adams, Mrs Becker and Mr West only asked 
one or two in the course of the conversation:  
   
Mrs Adams: “You say it would be a bad life, but I heard someone else say it 
doesn’t have to be like that … I think it was you over there who said that. Why do 
you think it doesn’t have to be a bad life?”  
 […]  
Student: “No, you can still have a nice life. You can’t play all the games, but you 
are with your parents, you’re with family and you still have a nice life.”  
 Mrs Adams: “Peter.”  
 Peter: “You can still do fun things.”  
   
In such cases, when a “why” question was asked, it seemed to encourage students 
to think about the reasons behind their answers.  
  
4.3.3 Aspect 2: Developing students’ emotional involvement  
In our virtue-ethical model we have distinguished two kinds of teacher interven-
tions that should stimulate students to feel emotionally involved:  
 Asking students to empathise with the persons concerned  
Mrs Adams and Mr West asked empathic questions during the conversation where-
as Mr Mulder asked none. Most of the empathic questions related to the feelings of 
the boy in the wheelchair:  
   
 Mr West: “And how do you think he feels?”  
 Student: “He feels excluded.”  
 Mr West: “Yes, and what else?”  
 Student: “A bit sad because he can’t walk himself.”  
   
The questions did seem to encourage the children to feel emotionally involved with 
the situation and the persons in it, especially the boy in the wheelchair.  
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 Asking students to relate the given situation to a personal life experience  
We found a few questions about personal life experiences in the conversations of 
Mrs Adams, Mrs Becker and Mr West. They asked, for instance, whether their 
students had ever experienced something similar:  
   
Mrs Becker: “Did any of you ever experience something like this? Meeting some-
one who was in a wheelchair or had some other handicap, but you still tried to 
make friends … Kelly?”  
Kelly: “Yes, there was someone who was handicapped and he was in a wheelchair 
and he went past <inaudible> and he wanted to kiss her, and she said: No, we don’t 
do that. And then she ran away.”  
Mrs Becker: “Well, I understand that, because she didn’t like the idea. He didn’t 
just want to play, he wanted more. It feels different then.”  
   
Cases like these seemed to help children relate the given situation to real-life expe-
riences. Particularly when students came up with the cases themselves, they seemed 
to be making such a connection. Some teachers, especially Mrs Adams, used these 
experiences to make students feel more involved and concerned by asking ques-
tions about their thoughts, feelings and inclinations.  
   
 Student: “Jennifer was in a wheelchair for a while, wasn’t she?”  
 […]  
 Mrs Adams: “Did you find there were things you couldn’t do?”  
 Jennifer: “Well, err… I couldn’t run and walk, for example. Or do a handstand.”  
 Mrs Adams: “Did you find it a handicap, sitting in that wheelchair?”  
 Jennifer: “Yes.”  
Mrs Adams: “Just a bit, eh? So can you imagine how people feel who sit in a 
wheelchair all their lives? Just a bit, eh?”  
   
One might question whether such individual experiences have any relevance for the 
other children in the classroom. After all, the rest of the children have not had that 
particular experience. It may be argued, however, that just hearing about their 
classmates’ experiences will stimulate emotional involvement, because students are 
more closely related, emotionally, to their classmates than to the children in the 
poster picture. The mere fact of realising that such situations are happening “in real 
life” might make the hypothetical situation more life-like and appealing.  
Mr Mulder was the only teacher in this study who did not ask students to em-
pathise or to relate a given situation to their own experiences (the two interventions 
we have distinguished regarding aspect 2). Remarkably, he did not seem able to 
engage his students’ empathy for the boy in the wheelchair. At one stage they even 
made fun of the boy:  
   
 Student: “He can be a ball boy” (classmates laugh)  
   
This gives an indication that the other teachers (those who used the listed interven-
tions) were indeed better able to involve their students emotionally.  
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4.3.4 Aspect 3: Guiding students towards virtue  
We have reasoned that, from a virtue-ethical perspective, the teacher’s role should 
not be a completely neutral one. Teachers should guide their students towards vir-
tue, and in that role it may be legitimate to comment on student statements or the 
discussion in general. We have also argued that when teachers motivate their moral 
values and beliefs, their utterances have a stronger potential for the stimulation of 
students’ virtue development than when they do not.  
The four teachers in our study all made moral statements. This means that none 
of them maintained a completely neutral role. However, they differed not only in 
the number of moral statements but also in the extent to which they motivated 
them. We have already concluded that motivated moral statements are preferable to 
non-motivated ones. Of the four teachers, Mr West used the greatest number of 
normative utterances, usually referring to some kind of moral content. Mrs Becker 
and Mr Mulder used fewer normative utterances, mostly without any clear motiva-
tion. Mrs Adams, while she used fewer normative utterances, nearly always sup-
plied some motivation.  
 Non-motivated moral statements (feedback without moral motivation, nor-
mative questions)  
We have defined non-motivated moral statements as utterances in which the teach-
er implies that she considers something to be important or valuable but does not 
provide a motivation. All the teachers in the study used utterances of this kind and 
thereby demonstrated their own beliefs and values, which might influence the mor-
al development of the children.  
We have looked for two kinds of non-motivated moral statements: teacher 
feedback without moral motivation, and “normative questions”. Here is an example 
of a teacher praising a student without supplying a motivation:  
   
 Student: “Well, I think they should adjust the game so that the boy can join in.”  
 Mr West: “Yes, that is a good option. Does anyone else have some other idea?”  
   
In this example Mr West comments on a moral utterance that showed the moral 
priorities of the student26 in question. However, he does not (yet) motivate why he 
thinks the student’s suggestion is “a good option” (nor does he invite the student to 
motivate his answer).  
An example of a normative question would be the following:  
  Mr West: “How would you help someone to feel part of the group?”  
                                              
26 We only considered teacher feedback to be a non-motivated moral statement when the feed-
back followed a moral statement of a student. When a teacher gave feedback on a statement 
in which a student just shows non-moral knowledge, than the feedback was not considered to 
be relevant. An example of non-relevant teacher feedback is the following: 
  Student: “There even are Olympic Games for people who are in a wheelchair.” 
  Mrs. Adams: “Yes indeed. Who knows what’s the name for that?” 
  […] 
  Student: “The Paralympics.” 
  Mrs. Adams: “Very good!” 
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 Student: “Play some other game that he can take part in.”  
 […]  
 Student: “He could be a referee or something.”  
   
This question could be labelled a normative question, because the meaning and 
significance of “helping someone feel part of the group” is presupposed. The only 
answer the students can give is about how this can be done.  
 Motivated moral statements (referring to justice, tolerance or solidarity)  
We have argued that it is better when teachers motivate their moral values and 
beliefs than when they do not. Hence, in their statements, it is best to mention the 
moral relevance and meaning of a thought, feeling or action. To be able to recog-
nise such teacher statements, we needed a normative framework. Because this 
study concentrates on classroom conversation as a means of stimulating the civic 
virtue development of students, we have chosen to focus on the three aforemen-
tioned civic virtues: justice, tolerance and solidarity. We have argued in Chapter 1 
that these virtues can be seen as core virtues of good citizenship solidarity, so a 
lesson in citizenship education should invite teachers and students to refer to these 
virtues in particular. We have looked for justice-related utterances, which we have 
defined as teacher statements which declare that people should be recognised as 
having value in themselves, intrinsic value; or that others are people like oneself, 
with comparable thoughts, desires, feelings and inclinations. We have looked for 
tolerance-related utterances, which we defined as teacher statements that it is good 
to engage people in conversation about what they think, feel, or want; or in which 
the teacher encourages students to put themselves in the place of the (somewhat 
strange or unfamiliar) other. And we have looked for solidarity-related utterances, 
which we defined as teacher statements that it is good to be part of the group, or 
that it is important to devote oneself to the happiness of others. Our elaborations of 
justice, tolerance and solidarity helped us to label a number of utterances in terms 
of their moral content. We found such statements in the conversations of Mrs Ad-
ams, Mrs Becker and Mr West. The following example refers to tolerance:  
   
Mr West: “It is always important to talk to people as much as possible instead of 
passing judgement right away. Try to put yourself in the other person’s shoes; try 
to grasp how they think. Then you sometimes understand them better.”  
   
Mr West was encouraging students to put themselves in the place of other (some-
what strange or unfamiliar) people and engage them in conversation.  
The following example refers to both solidarity and justice:  
   
Mrs Adams: “And that is what we call respecting each other. Well okay, actually 
you all agree that Aron [the boy in the wheelchair] should join in the game. […] 
We are looking for a way to involve him. You want him to join in. Disabled peo-
ple, well, we don’t think disabled people are sad.”  
   
In this utterance, Mrs Adams attaches positive value to helping other children feel 
part of the group. Her statement about disabled people can also be seen as a plea to 
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see the disabled as persons equal to you, especially in the light of the rest of her 
conversation.  
In terms of our theory, we presume that motivated moral utterances have more 
effect on the virtue development of students than non-motivated ones. However, it 
is hard to be sure how the students were influenced by normative utterances of this 
kind: most of the time they did not respond directly. We also have to be aware that 
moral statements vary in scope. Brief remarks might not have the same effect on 
virtue development as larger elaborations.  
  
 
4.4 Assessing qualities of the four lessons  
 
In this study we have presented a didactical model, based on virtue-ethical theory, 
for moral classroom conversations. We used this model to assess qualities of four 
moral classroom conversations. In applying the indicators, we discovered many 
differences between the teachers. Some seem to use a broader moral didactical 
repertoire to stimulate the students’ moral reasonableness (aspect 1) and emotional 
commitment (aspect 2) as well as to guide them towards virtue (aspect 3).  
In this study, Mrs Adams seems to fit the virtue-ethical criteria best. In her 
conversation we recognise utterances relating to all three aspects. It is particularly 
striking that most of her moral statements are followed by a motivation, and that 
she often encourages students to get emotionally involved in the situation by asking 
them to empathise or to relate the situation to their own experience.  
Mrs Becker, on the other hand, does not often intervene in the ways we have 
defined as conducive to the students’ emotional involvement. Her focus seems to 
be simply on making an inventory of students’ opinions and inclinations. She asks 
many questions about what students would do in the situation (sometimes changing 
the situation a little and then asking the question again). Sometimes she praises 
students for their answers, but her praise is never motivated.  
Mr Mulder seems to have used a more limited moral didactical repertoire. He 
only asks some questions about the students’ behaviour and makes a few normative 
statements, usually without a moral motivation. He does not seem to be stimulating 
students to feel emotionally involved and he does not ask “why” questions.  
While utterances referring to all three aspects can be recognised in the conver-
sation of Mr West, the gist of his utterances seems to be normative. More than the 
three other teachers, he seems to follow a value transmission approach. Compared 
to the others, he does not ask many questions to stimulate moral reasonableness.  
It is interesting to note that the extent of a teacher’s moral didactical repertoire 
seems to be linked to the time the conversation takes. Mrs Adams ended her con-
versation after 20 minutes, Mrs Becker after 12 minutes, Mr West after 9 minutes 
and Mr Mulder after only 6 minutes. This also gives some indication that our indi-
cators cover the total scope of moral didactical teacher interventions: the more 
limited a teacher’s moral didactical repertoire, the sooner a point is reached where 
there is nothing more to discuss.  
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We have tried to assess qualities of moral classroom conversations by looking at 
the concrete utterances of four teachers. To compare larger samples of teachers and 
to investigate relationships with other variables, it would be interesting to know 
whether these qualities can be assessed by way of quantification. To explore this, 
the transcribed texts of the four lessons were coded and the coded instances were 
counted. Table 8 presents quantifications of all relevant utterances by the four 
teachers27. The two listed teacher interventions are shown under each aspect, except 
for aspect 3. Because there is a qualitative difference between motivated and non-
motivated moral teacher statements, we have presented the total number of moral 
statements, followed by the number of motivated moral statements in brackets. We 
presume that teachers who often motivate their moral statements (so that the bold 
number almost equals the number in brackets) do better than teachers who do not 
do this.  
 
Table 8: Number of coded utterances in each category 
 
  Mrs 
Adams 
Mrs 
Becker 
Mr 
Mulder 
Mr 
West 
Aspect 1. Encouraging students to be morally 
reasonable  
6 9 4 3 
1. Questioning students about their moral 
opinions and behaviours 
4 8 4 2 
2. Asking students “why” questions  2 1 0 1 
Aspect 2. Encouraging students to be emo-
tionally involved  
8 2 0 4 
1. Asking students to empathise with the 
persons involved  
4 1 0 1 
2. Asking students to relate the given situation 
to a personal life experience  
4 1 0 1 
Aspect 3. Guiding students towards virtue 
[number of motivated moral statements]  
4 [3] 5 [1] 4 [1] 11 [7] 
Total number of coded teacher utterances  18 16 8 18 
 
 
What do these quantifications tell us about the quality of the lessons? We can look 
at the numbers from different perspectives, all designed to clarify different aspects 
of the lesson’s quality. For example, we can consider how many relevant utterances 
the teachers used during their lessons, giving us an idea of the extent to which they 
took the opportunity of stimulating the virtue development of students. Mrs Adams 
and Mr West both used 18 utterances, Mrs Becker 16 and Mr Mulder only 8. We 
                                              
27 Only “new” teacher utterances were counted: when teachers asked the exact same question 
twice (for example, while turning to a different student), it was coded only once. However, 
when teachers changed or developed the given situation and then asked the same question 
again, it was coded again. We presumed that changing or developing the situation would put 
the question in a different light, making it a “new” question. 
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can look at the extent to which the teachers referred to all three aspects in their 
lessons, fully stimulating the virtue development of their students. Mrs Adams, Mrs 
Becker and Mr West did so; Mr Mulder referred to only two aspects. We can look 
at the extent to which the teachers used different kinds of teacher interventions that 
are relevant according to our theory. Mrs Adams, Mrs Becker and Mr West used all 
five kinds, Mr Mulder only used two. We can look at the extent to which the teach-
ers motivated their moral statements, teaching students about reasons and virtues 
underlying their opinions and behaviours. Mrs Adams did so in 75% of her moral 
statements, Mr West in 64%, Mr Mulder in 25%, and Mrs Becker in only 20%. We 
can even consider which aspects teachers emphasised most strongly. Mr West 
seems quite directive in his approach, laying the emphasis on aspect 3. Mrs Becker 
and Mr Mulder, for their part, do not seem to lay much emphasis on the affective 
part of the conversation (aspect 2). Compared to the others, Mrs Adams seems to 
be the teacher who refers to the three aspects more or less equally. However, we 
have to guard against drawing conclusions like these on the basis of numbers alone: 
the same question can occupy a large as well as a small part of the discussion. And 
a moral statement can be a brief remark as well as a lecture.  
Using perspectives of this kind to look at the results in Table 8, it seems possi-
ble to get a valid impression of a lesson’s qualities. Whichever perspective is taken, 
Mrs Adams scores highest; Mr Mulder, in most cases, scores lowest. This conclu-
sion fits the teacher profiles we have sketched above.  
 
 
4.5 Conclusion  
  
The goal of this study was to discover whether qualities of moral classroom con-
versations can be assessed by means of a moral didactical model inspired by virtue-
ethical theory. The results of the study justify us in presuming that this is indeed 
possible. We have seen, furthermore, that our model could yield an observation tool 
for comparing the moral didactical qualities of larger numbers of teachers. An 
advantage of presenting the features of a lesson in a more quantitative way is that 
relationships between moral didactical qualities and other variables can be ana-
lysed. In previous research, for instance, teachers have been asked to complete 
questionnaires about their preferences for certain models or goals of moral educa-
tion. Klaassen and Leeferink (1998) and Maas (2010) have done this in the Dutch 
context. However, even a teacher who reports a preference for a certain approach 
may not consciously follow it in the classroom. Combining the results of such 
surveys with the results of analyses of actual classroom conversations might shed 
some light on the relationship between what teachers say they prefer and what they 
actually do. Moreover, the relationship between classroom conversations and other 
morally loaded teacher variables might be interesting to research. For instance, the 
extent to which teachers can be seen as moral exemplars of justice, tolerance and 
solidarity (Chapter 3) might relate to their interventions in moral classroom conver-
sations and even to the moral statements they make concerning these virtues.  
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Future research might also include analyses of more lessons by the same teach-
er. Since only one classroom conversation per teacher was analysed in this study, 
we cannot say anything about the representativeness of these lessons. Teacher 
interventions might differ from one lesson to another. What teachers say does not 
depend on their own behavioural repertoires only; it might also depend on what 
students come up with and on the subject discussed. More conversations by the 
same teacher could be recorded and coded to explore the extent to which they dif-
fer. These could be moral conversations about given (hypothetical) situations like 
the one in our study, but also other kinds – for instance, about a recent quarrel 
between students in the schoolyard. Starting with a real rather than a hypothetical 
situation may result in different teacher interventions.  
We have to emphasise that an exclusive focus on teacher utterances probably 
will not give us a complete picture of the quality of a moral classroom conversa-
tion. Sprod (2001) has suggested that, in an ideal moral conversation, the students 
would ask most of the questions and discuss the answers among themselves. Our 
model gives us no insight into the quality of such student interaction (though we 
noted in our four analysed lessons that students rarely react to the utterances of 
other students) – only into the quality of teachers’ attempts to influence the interac-
tion.  
We conclude by emphasising once again that, in this study, we have followed a 
normative approach. We set out from a specific theory (the theory of virtue ethics) 
to identify criteria that have the potential to stimulate the virtue development of 
students. Yet we do not know whether teachers who meet these criteria really influ-
ence students differently from teachers who do not. Because virtue development is 
a very slow process, and because it is influenced by so many other factors, an ex-
tensive longitudinal study may be the best way to clarify this.  
 
 
4.6 Implications for teacher practice  
 
The model we have outlined might be used not only as an analytical research tool 
for moral classroom conversations but also as a training tool for teacher education 
and educational practice. The model might help (student) teachers to become aware 
of their own moral didactical behavioural repertoire and limitations. Mr Mulder, for 
example, might discover that he could do more to make students feel involved and 
concerned. In future lessons he might try questioning them about their own experi-
ences and asking more empathic questions about their feelings. Mr West, on the 
other hand, might realise that he is rather normative in his approach: he may need 
to give students more room to reflect critically on their own virtues. The moral 
didactical model we present in this chapter may help teachers to make their moral 
classroom conversations more structured, rich and attractive.  
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5.   ‘Silent citizenship educators’: exploring teachers’ 
moral beliefs about citizenship in relation to their con-
duct of citizenship education28 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
Since 2006 schools in the Netherlands are obliged by law to include citizenship 
education in their curricula. The Dutch government does not prescribe how schools 
should teach the subject, but encourages them to interpret and present citizenship 
education in terms of their own identity (Dijkstra, 2006). This goes for all Dutch 
schools, public as well as religious. However, sometimes doubts are raised about 
whether religious schools are really able to offer the citizenship education that is 
needed (Dijkstra, 2006; De Wolff, 2006). It is argued that religious schools usually 
have a strong normative framework, which they transmit to their students. The 
contents of this normative framework, as well as the process of values transmis-
sion, might conflict with the goals of citizenship education. The latter is said to 
require a more or less ‘neutral’, rational approach focusing on cognitive develop-
ment, thinking and debating skills, and skills of value clarification. After all, an 
important goal of citizenship education is to enable people to make, reflect on and 
defend their own choices, and to respect other people’s choices. Viewed thus, pro-
cesses of value transmission and initiation into a particular community or tradition 
are regarded with suspicion: they would create citizens who are unable to think for 
themselves. 
However, as we argued in Chapter 2 (cf. De Wolff, 2006), one can question 
whether a neutral, rational approach to citizenship education is the best way to 
motivate future citizens to participate in society. The formal principles inculcated 
in these approaches might be too abstract or impersonal to inspire the desired level 
of commitment (Carr, 2006; Gates, 2006, p. 575): students may not be inspired to 
actually display good citizenship behaviour, because they do not recognise the 
relevance and meaning of the subject. In Chapter 2 we argued that a virtue-ethical 
approach to citizenship education might overcome these problems. Furthermore we 
have argued that a virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education might be espe-
cially suitable for religious schools, which usually have a strong normative frame-
work and a close connection with their tradition and community.  
In the current study we focus on teachers in religious schools, more specifical-
ly Dutch Catholic primary schools. Hence citizenship concepts were defined and 
operationalised from a perspective inspired by Catholic social thinking. In Chapter 
1 and 2 we argued that such a perspective implies a community-centred and active 
view of citizenship education concepts. 
For the current study we set two goals. First, we want to determine to what ex-
tent Dutch Catholic primary school teachers have community-centred ideas about 
citizenship. We are also interested in the relation between teachers’ beliefs and 
                                              
28 This chapter is based on Willems, Denessen, Hermans and Vermeer (2012b).  
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their religious background. Dutch Catholic schools (approximately one third of all 
Dutch schools) differ from Catholic schools in many other countries because both 
the student population and the teacher population are quite diverse. A substantial 
minority of teachers in these schools do not describe themselves as Catholic (any 
more). Consequently they will probably differ in the extent to which they endorse 
community-centred beliefs about citizenship: those who identify closely with Cath-
olic tradition might have stronger community-centred beliefs than teachers who 
don’t. In this research we focus on two indicators of involvement with Catholic 
tradition. The first is religious self-definition: do teachers define themselves as 
Catholics (or Christians)? Secondly, we look at church attendance. According to 
Bruce (2011) church attendance is a better indicator of involvement with a religious 
tradition than religious self-definition, because it shows some degree of commit-
ment: it is more than merely words. Research question 1 of this chapter is:  
 
To what extent do teachers in Catholic primary schools have community-
centred beliefs about citizenship, and how do these beliefs relate to their re-
ligious self-definition and church attendance? 
 
Second, we are interested in the relation between teachers’ community-centred 
beliefs about citizenship and their behaviour in citizenship education. A virtue-
ethical perspective acknowledges that teachers espouse particular beliefs about 
what constitutes a good and valuable life, and that these beliefs become manifest in 
their classroom behaviour. However, educational studies have shown that the rela-
tion between teachers’ beliefs and their behaviour is not always that clear-cut 
(Bolhuis, 2000; Opdenakker & Van Damme, 2006). So we need to establish wheth-
er teachers with community-centred beliefs about citizenship always show and 
share these beliefs in citizenship education. In exploring this relation we examine 
two kinds of teacher behaviour in citizenship education: (1) teachers’ modelling 
behaviour, and (2) the way they arrange their moral classroom conversations. 
Teachers’ modelling behaviour is the subject of research question 2:  
 
To what extent does teachers’ civic virtue modelling behaviour relate to 
their beliefs about citizenship?  
 
The way teachers arrange their moral classroom conversations is the subject of 
research question 3:  
 
To what extent does the way teachers arrange their moral classroom con-
versations (on citizenship issues) relate to their beliefs about citizenship? 
 
In the following subsections we elaborate on the theoretical assumptions underly-
ing our research questions. 
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5.1.1 Three virtues and a community-centred perspective  
In Chapter 1 we argue that at least three virtues are crucial to civic excellence in 
Western liberal, democratic, multicultural society: justice, tolerance and solidarity. 
This means that in citizenship education teachers should seek to cultivate at least 
these three virtues, which makes them central in this study. Because our research 
context is Catholic schools we define these virtues from a community-centred, 
active perspective, which is supposed to fit the normative framework of these 
schools (see Chapter 1 and 2).  
 
5.1.2 Two kinds of citizenship-promoting behaviour 
In Chapter 2 we explored four virtue-ethical aspects of citizenship education, two 
of which (aspect 3 and 4) centre on the behaviour of individual teachers (the other 
two (aspect 1 and 2) concern features of the school context and the curriculum). 
The two kinds of teacher behaviour are the focus of this chapter; in the rest of the 
chapter we call them citizenship-promoting behaviour. The first is setting an exam-
ple of civic virtue to students; the second is arranging moral classroom conversa-
tions in a way that stimulates students to think about what good citizenship entails 
and how they can be good citizens themselves. The two aspects differ in nature. The 
first concerns a more informal, implicit kind of behaviour, while the second is more 
formal and explicit. The two kinds of behaviour are described in greater detail 
below.  
Teachers’ modelling behaviour. According to virtue-ethical theory it is im-
portant for children’s moral development to be surrounded by moral examples: 
persons who demonstrate the significance and meaning of virtue (Kristjánsson, 
2006; Van Tongeren, 2003; Van der Ven, 1998). As we have argued in Chapter 3, a 
teacher displays virtue in her approach to and interaction with students in the class-
room (Fallona, 2000; Fenstermacher, 2001; Richardson & Fallona, 2001). For 
example, she may organise all kinds of social classroom activities to turn her class 
into a caring community. Noticing and observing this might teach children the 
value and importance of virtues like care, helpfulness and solidarity. 
The way teachers arrange their moral classroom conversations. From a virtue-
ethical perspective moral classroom conversations can make students aware of the 
significance and meaning of virtues. As we have argued in Chapter 4, in these 
conversations teachers guide the process of virtue development by using a particu-
lar type of language. Since virtue entails moral reasoning as well as moral emotion 
in light of some normative ideal of virtuousness (cf. Carr, 2005, pp. 140-144; 
Sprod, 2001, pp. 92-96; Van der Ven, 1998, p. 381), it can be argued that it is im-
portant for teachers to: (1) ask questions to cultivate students’ moral reasonable-
ness; (2) ask questions to stimulate their emotional involvement; and (3) use ‘nor-
mative utterances’ to show students the relevance and importance of a virtue. These 
normative utterances in particular are indicative of the teacher’s own values and 
beliefs. 
 65
5.1.3 Relation between citizenship-promoting behaviour and beliefs 
In Chapter 3 and 4 we found differences in the extent to which teachers display 
modelling behaviour and the way they arrange their moral classroom conversations, 
including the number and types of normative utterances they made (Chapter 4). 
These differences seem to imply that some teachers have more potential to stimu-
late civic virtue in students than others. According to Kelchtermans (2009, pp. 265-
266) and Sanger (2001, p. 697) differences in teachers’ behaviour can be attributed 
to all kinds of factors, for example teacher skills, classroom atmosphere and school 
policy. From a virtue-ethical perspective the teacher’s personal moral beliefs are 
considered particularly relevant. In virtue-ethical theory beliefs and behaviour are 
closely interwoven (e.g. Van Tongeren, 2003). An important aspect of virtuousness 
is adherance to certain moral beliefs and values, in our case community-centred and 
active beliefs about citizenship. Moral educators champion particular beliefs about 
what constitutes a good and valuable life, and they will demonstrate and share these 
beliefs in practice (e.g. Kelchtermans, 2009, p. 265; Osguthorpe, 2008; Sprod, 
2001, p. 169). When it comes to modelling, many authors have suggested a relation 
with teachers’ moral beliefs (e.g. Campbell, 2003; Osguthorpe, 2008; Richardson 
& Fallona, 2001; Sanger, 2001). Even beliefs about citizens’ behaviour in society, 
which may be quite abstract and distant, may be translated into teacher behaviour 
in the ‘mini-society’ the classroom is (cf. Reidy, 1996, pp. 39-40). And when it 
comes to moral classroom conversations it seems reasonable to assume that teach-
ers’ normative utterances will reflect their personal normative frameworks. Other 
researchers (Campbell, 2003; Richardson & Fallona, 2000; Sanger, 2001) have 
already observed a relation between teachers’ moral beliefs and the way they re-
spond to inappropriate behaviour. 
Especially since citizenship education usually lacks a clear, standardised or in-
stitutionalised curriculum,29 it seems that teachers’ personal beliefs about citizen-
ship might shape their behaviour in the classroom. In this study we examine wheth-
er this is indeed the case. We would expect a Catholic school context to reinforce 
the relation between community-centred beliefs and teachers’ corresponding be-
haviour.  
In the next section we describe the respondents and measuring instruments 
used in the study. 
 
 
  
                                              
29 According to the Dutch Educational Inspectorate (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2010, p. 274; 
286) the content and aims of citizenship education are less fixed than in most other subjects 
and more interwoven with all kinds of classroom practices. This is the case not only in the au-
thors’ Dutch context, but also in many other countries in and outside Europe (Schulz et al., 
2010). 
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5.2 Method 
 
5.2.1 Respondents 
This study involved 203 teachers in 20 Dutch Catholic primary schools. Teachers 
in Dutch Catholic schools come from all kinds of backgrounds. In response to a 
multiple-choice question 54% of all teachers in our sample described themselves as 
Catholic, 2% as Protestant, 12% as Christian, 7% as ‘of another religion’, 13% as 
not religious and 6% as ‘other’ (5% being missing data). There were also consider-
able differences in teachers’ church attendance: frequencies varied from ‘(almost) 
never’ (17%) to ‘seldom’ (29%), ‘now and then’ (32%), ‘once a month’ (7%), 
‘more than once a month’ (7%) and ‘every week’ (3%) (5% being missing data).  
 
5.2.2 Measuring instruments  
Community-centred beliefs about citizenship 
To measure the extent to which teachers hold community-centred beliefs about 
citizenship we constructed a teacher questionnaire, which entailed the following: 
“There are many different views of how to be a good citizen. Please mark on a 
scale from 1 to 7 what you consider important (1=not important, 7=very im-
portant).”30 The questionnaire, which can be found in Appendix 1, consisted of six 
items based on an active, community-centred perspective on citizenship. Two ex-
amples are: (1) “Trying to understand other people’s ways of life and beliefs”; (2) 
“Devoting yourself to people who have less than you”. The reliability of the com-
munity-centred scale was high: Chronbach’s α=.86. Each teacher was assigned a 
scale score by computing the mean score on all six items. 
 
Civic virtue modelling behaviour of teachers  
To establish teachers’ modelling behaviour we focused on the aforementioned three 
civic virtues: justice, tolerance and solidarity. We used two questionnaires to iden-
tify these virtues in teachers’ behaviour. First we used a teacher questionnaire to 
explore the possible relation between beliefs about citizenship and civic virtue 
modelling behaviour in teachers’ minds. The questionnaire was completed by 196 
of the 203 teachers. Secondly, we used a student questionnaire. After all, teachers’ 
own reports of certain behaviours would not give us an adequate picture of their 
modelling qualities. Their students must be able to see this behaviour too (cf. 
Schwartz, 2007). Because of the required cognitive competences, only 825 5th and 
6th grade students of 37 teachers were subjected to this questionnaire. These teach-
ers’ answers in the teacher questionnaire did not differ significantly from other 
teachers’ responses.31  
                                              
30 The format of this questionnaire was based on a questionnaire used in the 2004 module of the 
International Social Survey Programme (ISSP). See Dekker, 2005. 
31 Justice: t(194)=-.68, p=.50; tolerance: t(194)=.18, p=.86; solidarity: t(194)=-.02, p=.98. 
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The teacher and student questionnaires each consisted of 14 items on justice (5 
items), tolerance (4 items) and solidarity (5 items) in teacher behaviour. The virtues 
were operationalised from the community-centred perspective outlined above. The 
complete teacher and student questionnaires can be found in Appendix 1 and 2. For 
more information, see Chapter 3, in which the theoretical background and psycho-
metrical qualities of the questionnaires are outlined in greater detail. We mentioned 
there that we assigned three student perception scale scores (justice, tolerance and 
solidarity) to each teacher to indicate the class’s ratings of the teacher. 
 
Teachers’ moral utterances in moral classroom conversations  
To gather comparable data on moral classroom conversations we decided to focus 
exclusively on teachers who taught a certain age group: the two top grades in Dutch 
primary schools (grades 5 and 6). Of these, 21 organised such classroom conversa-
tions. Each of these teachers chose one of four posters as a starting point. The first 
poster shows two boys mocking a Muslim girl about her headscarf (see Picture 5.1, 
chosen by 2 teachers). The second poster shows four children playing soccer, with 
a boy in a wheelchair sitting on the edge of the field (see Picture 5.2, chosen by 7 
teachers). The third poster shows two children collecting money for a sick class-
mate, and a boy who drops a button in the collection box (see Picture 5.3, chosen 
by 10 teachers). The fourth poster shows a person who has made hamburgers for 
two twin sisters, one of whom turns out to be a vegetarian (see Picture 5.4, chosen 
by 2 teachers). All situations were supposed to represent a moral issue relating to 
justice, tolerance and solidarity. The situations were also supposed to be life-like, 
vivid and pertinent to students’ perception of their environment, all of which are 
considered important for cultivating virtue (for more information, see Chapter 4). 
The teachers were asked to present the situation (introduction), then enter into a 
conversation with the students (essence) and conclude with a summary (closure). 
No further directions concerning teaching method were given, because we were 
interested in the different kinds of spontaneous utterances that teachers made dur-
ing the conversation. 
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Picture 5.1: First poster used in moral classroom conversations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Picture 5.2: Second poster used in moral classroom conversations  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Picture 5.3: Third poster used in moral classroom conversations  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Picture 5.4: Fourth poster used in moral classroom conversations  
 
 69
The duration of classroom conversations ranged from 5 to 32 minutes (M=16, 
s.d.=7), The conversations were audiotaped, transcribed and coded. Codings were 
based on a virtue-ethical model described in Chapter 4. According to this model 
relevant teacher interventions are: asking questions to cultivate students’ moral 
reasonableness (e.g. questions about opinions and behaviours); asking questions to 
stimulate students’ emotional involvement (e.g. questions about emotions and 
personal experiences); and using ‘normative utterances’ to show students the rele-
vance and importance of a virtue (see Introduction). The reliability of the codings 
was determined in a previous phase. Two independent coders coded 21 transcribed 
lessons.32 Only teacher utterances that were relevant to the virtue-ethical model 
were coded. Three hundred and seven utterances were coded as relevant by the two 
coders.33 The codes corresponded in 95% of cases, Cohen’s Kappa being .94. Be-
cause of this high intercoder reliability we used only one coder for (the remainder 
of) the transcripts for this study. The number of coded utterances per conversation 
ranged from 5 to 33 (M=15.4, sd=6.5), including questions about opinions, behav-
iours, emotions and personal experiences, as well as ‘normative utterances’ (see 
Appendix 3 for more information and descriptive statistic). 
The current study is confined to the normative utterances the teacher made, be-
cause we particularly expected these to be linked to the teacher’s normative frame-
work. According to virtue-ethical theory teachers can use such utterances to guide 
their students towards virtue. In the current study we focused on utterances in 
which teachers referred to the meaning and significance of one of the three virtues 
(justice, tolerance and/or solidarity). We applied the active, community-centred 
normative framework (see also Chapter 4) to determine which normative utterances 
were relevant. Justice-related utterances were operationalised as utterances in 
which the teacher declares that people should be recognised as having value in 
themselves, intrinsic value; or that others are people like oneself with comparable 
thoughts, desires, feelings and inclinations. Tolerance-related utterances were oper-
ationalised as utterances in which the teacher declares that it is good to engage 
people in conversation about what they think, feel or want, or in which the teacher 
encourages students to put themselves in the place of the (more or less strange or 
unfamiliar) other. Solidarity-related utterances were operationalised as utterances in 
which the teacher declares that it is good to include others in the group, or that it is 
important to devote oneself to the happiness of others. 
Two kinds of normative utterances were considered relevant to this study: (1) 
motivated moral statements that refer to the moral relevance and moral meaning of 
justice, tolerance and solidarity; (2) normative questions (which we have interpret-
ed as a form of non-motivated moral statements in Chapter 4): questions in which 
the significance of justice, tolerance and solidarity is presupposed: the only answer 
students can give concerns how such a virtue can be put into practice. Our data 
contained only normative questions referring to the virtue of solidarity; we found 
                                              
32 Six of these formed part of the current study as well. 
33 There were 59 utterances that were coded as relevant by only one researcher. (Eleven of these 
were moral statements or normative questions referring to justice, tolerance or solidarity.) 
These utterances were not included in further analyses. 
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no examples of questions referring to justice or tolerance. Perhaps questions refer-
ring to solidarity might be easier to formulate in children’s language (how to make 
someone happy, how to include someone in the group) than questions referring to 
tolerance (how to know and understand other people) and justice (how to create 
equal opportunities, especially for the weak). Table 9 shows some examples of 
coded utterances.  
 
Table 9: Examples of normative utterances referring to justice, tolerance or solidarity 
 
Examples of moti-
vated moral state-
ments 
“Disabled people − well, we don’t consider disabled people to be 
sad.” (justice, poster 2) 
“It is always important to talk to people as much as possible 
instead of passing judgment right away. Try to put yourself in the 
other person’s shoes; try to grasp how they think. Then you 
sometimes understand them better.” (tolerance, poster 2) 
“It is good to be with someone about whom you know something 
is wrong with him. Someone who is really ill and you do some-
thing for him.” (solidarity, poster 3) 
Examples of norma-
tive questions 
“How can you help someone to feel part of the group?” (solidari-
ty, poster 2) 
“What do you see as a good solution, so everyone will feel in-
volved in the game?” (solidarity, poster 2) 
“It is hard for that boy that he cannot join in, how can you solve 
that?” (solidarity, poster 2) 
 
 
 
5.3 Results  
 
Our three research questions in this Chapter were: 
 
(1) To what extent do teachers in Catholic primary schools have community-centred 
beliefs about citizenship, and how do these beliefs relate to their religious self-
definition and church attendance?  
(2) To what extent does teachers’ civic virtue modelling behaviour relate to their beliefs 
about citizenship? 
(3) To what extent does the way teachers arrange their moral classroom conversations 
(on citizenship issues) relate to their beliefs about citizenship? 
 
In the next subsection we present the results of our analyses for each research ques-
tion. The level of significance set for all these analyses was .05. 
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5.3.1 Research question 1: Teachers’ endorsement of community-centred 
beliefs about citizenship in relation to their religious self-definition 
and church attendance 
Teachers registered high scores on community-centred beliefs about citizenship, 
with a mean of 5.92 (s.d.=.77) on the 7-point scale. To determine whether these 
scores relate to their religious self-definition we performed an F-test. The result 
was negative: teachers who defined themselves as Catholic or Christian did not 
score higher than those who defined themselves as, for example, ‘other’ or nonreli-
gious (F(5,191)=1.51, p=.19). Since church attendance might be considered a better 
indicator of involvement with a religious tradition than religious self-definition, we 
also analysed the relation of teachers’ scores to their church attendance. An F-test 
revealed a significant relation between church attendance and community-centred 
beliefs (F (5,191)=4.76, p>.001). A post hoc analysis (Scheffe) showed a signifi-
cant difference (p=.05) between only two groups: teachers who go to church once a 
month score lower (5.67) than those who go to church every week (scoring 6.60). 
We also founds that the two groups who attend church most frequently (more than 
once a month and once a week) score highest on community-centred beliefs (6.24 
and 6.60 respectively).  
 
5.3.2 Research question 2: Relation between civic virtue modelling  
behaviour and beliefs about citizenship 
Table 10 shows the means and standard deviations of the three scales of the teacher 
questionnaire on modelling, as well as the three aggregated scales of the student 
questionnaire (class scores). On average teachers’ self-ratings are quite high on all 
three virtues (around 4 on the 5-point scale). Students’ ratings of their teachers are 
also quite high on justice and solidarity (around 4 on the 5-point scale), but less 
high on tolerance (around 3). It should be noted that correlations between the stu-
dent and teacher scales were low (justice: r=.35 [p=.04], tolerance: r=.15 [p=.42], 
solidarity: r=.14 [p=.45]), only the justice scale correlation being significant. Ap-
parently teachers’ perceptions of their own behaviour do not always accord with 
their students’ perceptions. These results are discussed in Chapter 3. 
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Table 10:  Means and standard deviations of teachers’ modelling behaviour concerning 
justice, tolerance and solidarity (range: 1-5) and Pearson’s correlations (r) be-
tween this behaviour and community-centred beliefs about citizenship 
 
  Mean Std.dev. r with beliefs 
Modelling behaviour: 
Teacher scales  
(N=196 teachers) 
Justice 
Tolerance
Solidarity 
3.78 
3.85 
4.02 
.65 
.68 
.74 
.20 (p=.01) 
.44 (p=.00) 
.43 (p=.00) 
Modelling behaviour: 
Student scales  
(N=37 classes) 
Justice 
Tolerance
Solidarity 
4.27 
2.99 
4.04 
.33 
.52 
.49 
-.19 (p=.26) 
.20 (p=.24) 
-.12 (p=.49) 
The N’s in this study differ slightly from those in Chapter 3, because the current study included 
only teachers who completed the questionnaire on their community-centred beliefs about citizen-
ship. 
 
 
Table 10 also shows correlations (Pearson’s r) between community-centred beliefs 
on the one hand and, on the other, the scale scores on the teacher questionnaire as 
well as the aggregated scale scores on the student questionnaire. Correlations for 
teacher ratings of their own modelling behaviour are moderate: the more teachers 
hold community-centred beliefs about citizenship, the more they consider them-
selves to display modelling behaviour that fits our definitions of justice, tolerance 
and solidarity. It should be noted that correlations for tolerance (r=.44) and soli-
darity (r=.43) are higher than those for justice (r=.20).  
Class ratings of teachers’ modelling behaviour yield no significant correla-
tions. Apparently students do not see differences in modelling behaviour between 
teachers with high scores on community-centred beliefs and those with low scores. 
Although teachers might have the impression that their beliefs are reflected in their 
modelling behaviour, the students’ results cast doubt on this assumption.  
 
5.3.3 Research question 3: Relation between teachers’ normative  
utterances and beliefs about citizenship 
Table 11 presents descriptive statistics of normative utterances teachers made dur-
ing moral classroom conversations. We present (1) the absolute number of coded 
normative utterances, as well as (2) the number of normative utterances divided by 
the total time that the lesson took (which can be interpreted as number of normative 
utterances per minute). The first number shows how many utterances refer to jus-
tice, tolerance or solidarity, the second number indicates the proportion of the total 
conversation devoted to talk about justice, tolerance or solidarity. We controlled for 
the duration of the conversation, since a teacher who makes a certain number of 
normative utterances in a very short conversation might be more inclined to such 
utterances (hence to a values transmission approach) than a teacher making the 
same number of normative utterances in a very long conversation. 
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On average teachers made only slightly more than one normative utterance re-
lating to our definitions of the three virtues (the mean was 1.3, of which 1.0 were 
motivated moral statements and 0.2 were normative questions). This means that 
most teachers devoted only a fraction of their conversations to the three civic vir-
tues under investigation, especially if we keep it in mind that the mean number of 
coded utterances (including questions about opinions, behaviours, emotions and 
personal experiences) was 15.4. Another interesting finding is that only one teacher 
made more than 3 normative utterances. This teacher made 7 normative utterances 
(5 motivated moral statements and 2 normative questions) in the 9 minutes that his 
lesson took, making him a unique exception.  
 
Table 11:  Descriptive statistics of teachers’ normative utterances during moral classroom 
conversations and Spearman’s correlations (ρ) between these utterances and 
community-centred beliefs about citizenship (N=21) 
 
  Absolute number of nor-
mative utterances 
Number of normative ut-
terances per minute 
  Mean Sd. ρ with 
beliefs 
Mean Sd. ρ with 
beliefs 
Motivated 
moral 
statements 
(Total) 1.0 1.4 -.05 (p=.83) .076 .124 -.02 (p=.93)
Referring to 
justice 
0.1 0.4 -.07 (p=.77) .009 .026 -.04 (p=.88)
Referring to 
tolerance 
0.3 0.7 .42 (p=.06) .024 .073 .41 (p=.06)
Referring to 
solidarity 
0.6 0.9 -.29 (p=.20) .044 .063 -.18 (p=.43)
Normative 
questions 
(Total )* 0.2 0.5 .04 (p=.87) .023 .059 .05 (p=.83)
All normative utterances 1.3 1.7 -.04 (p=.85) .100 .175 .10 (p=.97)
* All the coded normative questions related to solidarity; none related to justice or tolerance. 
 
 
Table 11 shows correlations between these utterances and community-centred 
beliefs about citizenship. Because of the relatively small sample we decided to 
conduct non-parametric tests (using Spearman’s ρ). We did not find significant 
correlations. This applies to both normative questions and normative statements. 
Apparently teachers’ beliefs have no effect on the number of normative utterances 
in moral classroom conversations, although there may be some effect on utterances 
referring to tolerance: the more teachers hold community-centred beliefs, the more 
often they seem to make utterances relating to tolerance. The correlation between 
community-centred beliefs and utterances referring to this virtue is moderately high 
(both absolutely and relatively), but (because of the small sample) just fails to reach 
the required level of significance.  
It should be noted that correlations for absolute number of normative utteranc-
es are very similar to those for number of normative utterances per minute. This 
indicates that the length of a conversation does not correlate positively with the 
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number of normative utterances a teacher makes, which is indeed the case (ρ=.17, 
p=.46). Apparently teachers who spend more time on moral conversation do not 
automatically make more normative utterances than those who take less time. Some 
teachers make relatively many in a short conversation, whereas others make none 
in a long conversation. 
 
 
5.4 Discussion 
 
In this chapter we adopted a virtue-ethical perspective to study teachers’ moral 
beliefs about citizenship and their citizenship-promoting behaviour. In the introduc-
tion we argued that a virtue-ethical perspective would be especially appropriate for 
religious schools, which is why we conducted our study in Catholic primary 
schools. We defined and operationalised teachers’ beliefs and behaviours from a 
community-centred perspective, because we expected such a perspective to fit the 
context of Catholic primary schools. 
Our study had two goals. First, we wanted to know to what extent teachers in 
Dutch Catholic primary schools have community-centred beliefs about citizenship, 
and we were interested in the relation between teachers’ beliefs and their religious 
background. We found that the teachers in our sample registered fairly high scores 
on community-centred beliefs. This should be good news for Catholic schools: 
most of their teachers adopt a community-centred perspective.34 There also seems 
to be a correlation with teachers’ church attendance: teachers who go to church 
every week are more inclined to espouse community-centred beliefs. However, 
since the correlation is weak and non-churchgoers also score well on these beliefs, 
we can question whether involvement with the Catholic tradition is that important 
for generating these beliefs. It seems not. 
Second, we tried to determine to what extent teachers’ community-centred be-
liefs about citizenship relate to their conduct of citizenship education. We focused 
on two important ways of cultivating civic virtues: teachers’ modelling behaviour 
(research question 2) and the way they arrange their moral classroom conversations 
(research question 3).  
Concerning research question 2 we found relations between teachers’ beliefs 
and their self-ratings. The more teachers favour community-centred beliefs about 
citizenship, the more they consider themselves to display the modelling behaviour 
that fits our definitions of justice, tolerance and solidarity. Allowing for the fact 
that teachers’ modelling behaviours are defined and operationalised from a com-
munity-centred perspective, these results correspond with theories assuming that 
teachers’ moral beliefs are reflected in their classroom behaviour (e.g. Campbell, 
2003; Osguthorpe, 2008; Richardson & Fallona, 2001; Sanger, 2001). The fact that 
correlations for tolerance and solidarity are higher than those for justice might be 
                                              
34 This perspective is not as common as it may seem. When we tested a pilot version of the 
questionnaire on 107 Dutch (mostly young, highly educated) people, we found that the aver-
age score of this group was almost one point below that of the group of teachers (M=4.90, 
sd=1.01). 
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because the justice items were formulated negatively (see Willems et al., 2012), 
hence refer to what teachers don’t do. Since a community-centred perspective on 
citizenship is active, it might be more identifiable in what teachers actually do. It 
seems that teachers who attach importance to being an active citizen also see them-
selves as actively displaying interest in their students (tolerance) and care for their 
wellbeing (solidarity). 
However, students see no difference between teachers who register high scores 
on these beliefs and those with low scores. We can think of two reasons for this 
finding. First, teachers’ beliefs may colour the way they perceive their own behav-
iour: if they consider something important, they may have the impression that they 
show this in their behaviour. This would mean that community-centred beliefs and 
perceptions of behaviour are part of the same mindset and that teachers’ self-
perceptions are, to a certain degree, biased. Second, students may find it difficult to 
assess their teacher’s behaviour. They may not really notice or recognise the behav-
iour that the teacher displays. One reason for this might be that teachers do not 
‘name and explain’ their behaviour. Explaining their actions and reasons would 
help students to understand teachers’ everyday decisions − the reasons, emotions 
and desires underlying these. If students are able to interpret their teacher’s behav-
iour in light of her beliefs, there might be greater correspondence between teacher 
and student ratings.  
Concerning research question 3, we found that even teachers with high scores 
on community-centred beliefs made no or very few normative statements. On aver-
age they made only slightly more than one utterance relating to justice, tolerance or 
solidarity and created far more time and opportunities for asking ‘neutral’ questions 
about students’ opinions, behaviours, feelings and experiences. This could be at-
tributable to teachers’ preference for certain moral pedagogies. The teachers in this 
study may have been hesitant about expressing their personal beliefs in a moral 
classroom conversation, because they opted for a neutral role. They might have 
been more attracted to a pedagogy of values clarification rather than values trans-
mission. The more they prefer a values clarification model, the less inclined they 
might be to make normative utterances, regardless of their own moral beliefs (cf. 
Puka, 2000; Van der Ven, 1998). However, we cannot be sure about teachers’ 
preferences for certain pedagogies, because we did not ask them about these, nor 
about the extent to which they support the virtue-ethical model that is central in our 
research.  
In our study we found no strong relation between teacher’s moral beliefs and 
their classroom behaviour. From a virtue-ethical point of view, however, such a 
relation would be expected. We have argued that this might be due to teachers’ 
reluctance to share their personal moral beliefs, reasons and motives with their 
students. Even community-centred teachers in Catholic schools are living in Dutch 
society, which is highly secularised and liberal, and in which values transmission is 
regarded with suspicion. However, it is commonly accepted that one of the func-
tions of religious schools is to initiate children into a certain (religious, but also 
moral) tradition. If teachers fail to do so and try to be ‘neutral’, the question may 
arise whether religious schools still have a reason to exist: are there (still) funda-
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mental differences between religious and public schools? Can Dutch Catholic 
schools still be seen as a specific type of school if they do not distinguish them-
selves in terms of values transmission? 
 
5.4.1 Suggestions for further research 
This research is only a first exploration of the relation between teachers’ moral 
beliefs and their citizenship-promoting behaviour. Further research is needed to 
support, or challenge, our cautious conclusions. We mention three possible ways to 
extend this kind of research. 
First, since we found a disparity between teachers’ perceptions of their model-
ling behaviour and those of their students, it would be interesting to include obser-
vations of modelling behaviour in further research. Observing a significant propor-
tion of daily classroom activities might clarify whether the teachers’ perceptions 
are biased, or whether their students just do not notice or recognise the behaviour 
that the teacher displays. 
Second, future research should be conducted on a larger scale. In this study, 
although 203 teachers completed the questionnaire about their beliefs, only 37 
grade 5 to 6 teachers were rated by their students, and only 21 moral conversations 
of grade 5 to 6 teachers were analysed. Future research could use larger groups of 
teachers. This would also afford insight into teachers who register really high or 
really low scores on one or more of the variables that were taken into consideration. 
It might be necessary to concentrate specially on these kinds of teachers, because 
ranges in this study were quite small. For example, when it comes to modelling the 
most interesting cases might be teachers who are perceived as really good models 
by their students or, conversely, are considered to be not such good models: Do 
these ‘extreme’ teachers differ in their beliefs about citizenship? Or are their ac-
tions constrained by variables other than teachers’ beliefs? When it comes to the 
arrangement of moral classroom conversations, it might be interesting to identify 
teachers who make many normative utterances, such as the one in our study who 
made seven. Are these teachers strong believers in community-centred citizenship? 
Or do they just have a preference for a values transmission approach to moral and 
citizenship education? It would also be interesting to analyse more than one moral 
classroom conversation by the same teacher. Teacher interventions might differ 
fundamentally from one lesson to another, depending on students’ contributions 
and the subject discussed. Analysing more than one lesson will give a more repre-
sentative, general picture of the teacher (see Chapter 4).  
Third, independent variables other than just the teacher’s beliefs about good 
citizenship can be included to get a more complete picture of the factors that de-
termine teachers’ behaviour in citizenship education. It might be that beliefs about 
the behaviour of citizens in society are too abstract and distant to translate directly 
into observable teacher behaviour in the classroom. Other variables might interfere 
with this process more directly. For example, teachers’ modelling behaviour might 
be influenced by variables like teacher skills, school policy, the community, curric-
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ular aspects or the population of the class (cf. Clark & Peterson, 1986, p. 258; 
Sanger, 2001, p. 697; Kelchtermans, 2009, pp. 265-266). Teachers can have strong 
moral beliefs, but if they lack classroom management skills, or feel they are not 
supported by their colleagues or the school leader, they may fail to show and share 
these beliefs in practice. Further research is needed to discover whether this is the 
case. When it comes to teacher utterances in moral classroom conversations, it 
might be interesting to ask teachers about their preferred moral didactic models 
(e.g. cognitive development, values clarification, emotional formation, values 
transmission − cf. Van der Ven, 1998) to see whether these preferences correlate 
with their behaviour in the classroom, especially in moral classroom conversations. 
Even more interesting would be to investigate whether teachers are indeed attracted 
to a virtue-ethical model of moral education, the theoretical basis of this study.  
 
5.4.2 Suggestions for educational practice 
In virtue-ethical approaches to moral education implicit and informal aspects of 
moral and citizenship education usually get much attention. Thus importance is 
attached to the moral community in which children grow up and the moral practices 
in which children are habituated and trained in the virtues (Steutel & Carr, 1999; 
Van Tongeren, 2003; Van der Ven, 1998). This means, among other things, that 
teachers have to be models of virtue (the first citizenship-promoting behaviour that 
we studied). There is also a growing sense in virtue-ethical theory that children 
have to learn to think for themselves, draw their own conclusions and make their 
own choices and decisions (Sherman, 1999; Sprod, 2001). One way to promote this 
is to organise moral classroom conversations (the second citizenship-promoting 
behaviour that we studied) and ask students about their opinions, behaviour, emo-
tions and experiences. Yet in all these kinds of teacher behaviours teachers can 
keep quiet about their own moral beliefs: they do not have to make them explicit. 
However, virtue-ethical theory also emphasises that moral educators should stand 
for their moral beliefs and values, and should be motivated to explain and defend 
them. This means that teachers should talk about and share these beliefs and values 
with their students.  
We have titled this chapter “The silent citizenship educator”, because our re-
sults give us reason to believe that in their classrooms teachers do not talk much 
about their own beliefs about citizenship nor about the civic virtues they seek to 
cultivate. Even in Dutch Catholic schools teachers may want to avoid the charge of 
trying to indoctrinate, or avoid drawing attention to themselves as moral persons 
with their own limitations. From a virtue-ethical point of view, however, they 
should not be afraid to do so. It would be interesting to train teachers to relate their 
moral beliefs to their classroom behaviour. In such training teachers could learn to 
become aware of, reflect on, and eventually improve their modelling behaviour in 
ways their students would notice (see Chapter 3; cf. Schwartz, 2007, p. 17), and 
become aware of, and reflect on, the (lack of) moral guidance offered in their utter-
ances in moral classroom conversations (see Chapter 4). It would be interesting to 
 78
see if teachers who receive such training are better equipped, and perhaps more 
motivated, to be moral and citizenship educators for their students. After all, as 
educators working in a religious school they are allowed, even obliged, to name, 
explain and defend their moral beliefs and values (as long as they are still willing to 
learn and develop themselves morally, and remain open to criticism − even from 
their own students). 
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6.   Designing and implementing a teacher training  
programme for citizenship education 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
According to the Dutch Educational Inspectorate’s annual reports of 2008 and 
2009, 20 percent of Dutch schools face obstacles when it comes to citizenship 
education. One of these obstacles is a simple lack of know-how (Inspectie van het 
Onderwijs, 2008b, p. 227; Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2009, p. 301). Apparently, 
not all teachers feel competent to impart citizenship education. In this chapter we 
design and evaluate an in-service teacher training programme to improve teachers’ 
qualities in this area. A virtue-ethical approach is used to construct the programme. 
In previous chapters we have elaborated on various features of this approach, rea-
soning that it presents a robust, lifelike version of (education towards) good citizen-
ship. 
A virtue-ethical approach acknowledges citizenship education as being essen-
tially a part of all kinds of classroom activities. It also concedes that the quality of 
citizenship education depends not only on teachers’ knowledge and teaching skills 
but also on their beliefs, attitudes and values. In other words, a virtue-ethical ap-
proach focuses on teacher identity rather than on a specific subject, activity or 
teaching strategy. Because of this focus, the approach may be called holistic. Ac-
cording to Carr (1993) and Korthagen (2004), holistic approaches are rare in teach-
er training because most of these programmes deal with highly specific teacher 
skills. Approaches that home in on moral or citizenship education are equally rare: 
most teacher training programmes deal with teaching techniques for subjects with 
purely cognitive goals (such as mathematics or science).  
The teacher training programme at the heart of this study was designed to help 
teachers improve in the area of citizenship education, using a holistic (virtue-
ethical) approach. The programme was implemented by so-called “identity advi-
sors”. These special advisors, usually working in the context of Dutch Christian 
primary education, are specifically involved with school issues linked to religion 
and morality. In the process, they often concern themselves with moral and citizen-
ship education as well. Because of the nature of their experience, these advisors 
seemed to us the most suitable persons to implement our teacher training pro-
gramme. 
The goal of the current study is to evaluate the worth and merit of the pro-
gramme. Worth refers to the degree in which participants experience the interven-
tion as interesting and relevant; merit refers to the degree in which the interven-
tion’s goals are met (Guskey, 2000, p. 43; cf. Stufflebeam, 1994, p. 330). In the 
next section we elaborate on the elements that (according to our theory, and accord-
ing to insights from educational research) should be included in the programme. 
Then we highlight the research questions underlying this chapter. 
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6.2 Designing a teacher training programme for citizenship 
education from a virtue-ethical angle 
 
In order to collect a substantial amount of comparable information on teachers and 
schools, we set out to design a standardised programme. The features of this pro-
gramme are presented below: first, its moral content; second, an elaboration of its 
general aims; third, the design principles on which its activities were based.  
 
6.2.1 Moral content  
The programme is built around three civic virtues: justice, tolerance and solidarity. 
Indeed, they are crucial to Western liberal democratic multicultural society (see 
Chapter 1). We approached the three civic virtues from a community-centred, ac-
tive perspective, compatible with the normative framework of Catholic schools (see 
Chapters 1 and 2). We have defined the virtue of justice as devoting oneself to the 
creation of equal opportunities, especially for the weak; tolerance, as trying to 
know and understand people whose life choices differ from one’s own; and solidar-
ity as relating to others and caring about their happiness.  
 
6.2.2 General aims  
The programme’s aim is to equip teachers to encourage the development of civic 
virtue in their students. It is therefore designed to stimulate certain (pedagogical 
and didactical) qualities in teachers and in schools. We take it that four central 
aspects of the virtue-ethical approach cover the whole of its range (see Chapter 2):  
(1) The school (its rules, culture, organisation) should be a community that fosters 
good citizenship in its students.  
(2) The school should provide a broad range of activities and situations in which 
students can practise good citizenship. 
(3) Teachers should be examples of civic virtue to their students. 
(4) Teachers should arrange classroom conversations that encourage students to 
think about what good citizenship entails and how they can be good citizens 
themselves.  
These are the four qualities in schools and in teachers that the programme is de-
signed to improve. All four are crucial, but this study is focused on the two that 
take effect at the teacher level: the civic virtue modelling behaviour of teachers 
(aspect 3), and the way they arrange their moral classroom conversations about 
citizenship issues (aspect 4). 
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6.2.3 Design principles  
 
According to Beauchamp and Thomas (2009, p. 184) not much is known about the 
design and activities of teacher training that could enhance the identity develop-
ment of teachers. For our purposes we have formulated five design principles that 
link up with the normative framework and with the methods that “identity advi-
sors” already use. We have also, as far as possible, heeded insights from the litera-
ture concerning successful teacher interventions. Our design process has resulted in 
the programme structure presented in Table 12, built on the following main princi-
ples:  
(1) Team meetings as the central learning context. According to the literature on 
successful teacher interventions, it is important for teachers in training to be ob-
served, supported and coached in concrete classroom situations (Ball & Forza-
ni, 2009; Garet et al., 2001; Grossman & McDonald, 2008; Guskey, 2000; 
Hopkins & Reynolds, 2001; Korthagen, 2010). However, we have approached 
it from a different angle. Concrete classroom situations seem particularly useful 
as the central learning context for highly specific teacher skills on highly spe-
cific subjects; but the current programme, focused as it is on teacher identity, is 
geared to the stimulation of awareness and reflection rather than improving 
concrete classroom strategies or techniques (cf. Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009, 
p. 182). It may be argued that the reflective processes we want to foster are best 
stimulated outside the hectic classroom context. This also ties in with the prac-
tices of “identity advisors”, who organise team meetings at which teachers are 
invited to reflect on their personal experiences, their identity as a teacher, and 
the identity of the school. For all these reasons, team meetings formed the cen-
tral learning context of our programme.  
(2) Substantial time span. The longer a teacher training programme lasts and the 
more contact hours it entails, the greater the chances that in-depth discussion 
and reflection will take place and that results will be sustained (cf. Garet et al., 
2001; Penuel et al., 2007; Richardson & Placier, 2001). Table 12 shows that 
our programme consisted of five 1,5-hour team meetings35 over a period of 3 to 
5 months. This is more time than is generally allotted to projects of this kind: 
teacher training activities by “identity advisors” usually take the form of ad hoc 
workshops or short-term programmes (1 to 3 meetings). For our part, we would 
have preferred even more time; but this was the best that participating schools 
could do. 
(3) Reflection on the teacher’s identity and practices. Many authors argue that 
reflection is a key factor in the shaping of a teacher’s identity (e.g. Beauchamp 
& Thomas, 2009; Korthagen, 2010; Wang et al., 2010). This holistic pro-
gramme, focused as it is on teacher identity, should provide many opportunities 
for reflection. In the current programme, teachers were encouraged to reflect on 
classroom cases (see A20 in Table 12), on their interaction with and approach 
to the children (see A21, A22, A26, A36), on the way they arrange their moral 
                                              
35 Meeting 1 (Introduction) was 15 minutes shorter. 
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classroom conversations (see A33), and on the rules, culture, organisation and 
activities of the school (see A38). Teachers were also supplied with tools to 
stimulate and facilitate reflection processes: a four-step plan to deal with moral 
problems in and outside the classroom (see A19) and a checklist of tips and 
guidelines for reflection on moral classroom conversations (see A30). 
(4) Interactive learning and dialogue. Many authors have argued that in teacher 
training programmes, teachers should be encouraged to talk to and learn from 
each other (cf. Garet et al, 2001; Penuel et al. 2007; Richardson, 1998; Richard-
son & Placier, 2001). This might be even more important in a holistic pro-
gramme like ours because of its focus on the identity of teachers, which takes 
shape in interaction with the school environment, colleagues and school princi-
pal (Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009; Korthagen, 2010; Wang et al., 2010). The 
whole team of teachers were scheduled to take part in the current programme. 
Although instruction time was still needed to familiarise them with the pro-
gramme content, there were many activities that encouraged them to talk to and 
learn from each other – including team discussions (such as A13, A20 and A39 
in Table 12), peer activities (such as A22, A26 and A36), and discussions in 
groups of three to six (such as A10, A28 and A38). 
(5) Clear links to classroom and school situations and activities. Though the pri-
mary focus was at the level of teachers and schools, we took pains to ensure 
that the programme content constantly linked up with the classroom context 
and concrete student activities. Authors such as Garet et al. (2001), Penuel et al. 
(2007) and Richardson and Placier (2001) attach great importance to this. As 
Wang et al. (2010) have argued, holistic teacher interventions should serve to 
make teachers more aware of the complexities, possibilities and nuances of 
teaching contexts and situations. The programme encouraged teachers to dis-
cuss personal cases (see A20 and A38, for example). They were also encour-
aged to reflect on their own classroom practice and to relate insights derived 
from the programme to their own teaching behaviour. Within the framework of 
the programme, teachers could choose personal goals related to specific aspects 
of their modelling behaviour, or to aspects of the activities they organise to en-
courage students to practise good citizenship. For instance, a teacher could 
choose to devote extra attention to inconspicuous children, or to take trouble 
with an excluded child. Together with a peer, each teacher would make an ac-
tion plan to achieve personal goal(s) (see A22 and what follows). The action 
plan, based on Visser (1998, p. 62-63), consisted of a description of the rele-
vant goal, the virtue to which the goal refers, activities designed to achieve the 
goal, and ways of dealing with expected obstacles. Between meetings, teachers 
were encouraged to put their action plans into practice (see A24, A34 and A42). 
Attractive study material (including posters) had been provided for activities A4 
and A43. 
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Table 12: Programme structure 
 
Time / period No. Time 
(min.) 
Kind of 
activity a 
Description  Goal b 
Meeting 1 
(procedural) 
Introduction 
 
A1 30 INS Advisor introduces subject and planning of programme and provides programme 
reader to participant]. Advisor also introduces activities A4 and A5 and provides the 
required material. 
- 
A2 40 IND Teachers fill in questionnaires (which also function as pre-test) about their beliefs 
on citizenship, school culture, activities they organise, and modelling behaviour.  
1, 2a-d 
A3 5 INS Advisor closes meeting 1. - 
(In between) 
A4 - - Teachers organise and record a moral classroom conversation about a citizenship 
subject (also meant to function as pre-test). 
2d 
A5 - - Grade 7 and 8 teachers have their students fill in student questionnaire about teach-
ers’ modelling behaviour (which also functions as pre-test). 
2c 
 
Meeting 2  
What is good 
citizenship? 
A6 5 INS Advisor introduces meeting 2. - 
A7 5 CPL Teachers discuss their answers to questionnaire about citizenship beliefs (see A2). 
They look for similarities as well as differences. 
1 
A8 5 DIS Teachers discuss experiences concerning A7 and compare their answers to a larger 
Dutch survey. By means of this team discussion, advisor points out that “good citi-
zenship” can mean different things from different perspectives.  
1 
A9 15 INS Advisor introduces the concept of virtue and the three virtues central to the pro-
gramme: justice, tolerance and solidarity.  
- 
A10 20 GRP Each group of teachers fills in a mind map referring to one of the three virtues. In 
this mind map, teachers write down ideas on how that specific virtue can be recog-
nised in (a) behaviours and attitudes of citizens, (b) behaviours and attitudes of 
teachers, (c) behaviours and attitudes of students, and (d) the culture of the school.  
1 
A11 10 PRS Teachers present mind maps to other groups and look for differences and similari-
ties.  
1 
A12 10 INS Advisor presents community-centred perspective on citizenship.  1 
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A13 10 DIS Teachers discuss whether and how this community-centred perspective can be iden-
tified in elaborations of virtues on mind maps. In this discussion, advisor presents 
community-centred perspective as an inspiring one that could serve as common 
ground for teacher team.  
1 
A14 5 INS Advisor introduces the four aspects of citizenship education from a virtue-ethical 
point of view. 
2a-d 
A15 5 INS Advisor closes meeting 2 and introduces activities A16 and A17. - 
(In between) 
A16 - - Teachers read six pages of text about the moral development of primary-school 
children. Text pays special attention to the development of justice, tolerance and 
solidarity. 
2a-d 
A17 - - Teachers are on the alert for classroom cases involving problems in the area of 
justice, tolerance and solidarity. 
2a-d 
 
Meeting 3  
How to do 
citizenship 
education 
A18 10 INS Advisor introduces meeting 3. Advisor recalls community-centred perspective, 
corresponding definitions of the virtues and the four aspects of citizenship educa-
tion.  
1 
A19 10 INS Advisor presents a moral perspective on teaching: teacher decisions should not be 
based solely on personal interest and/or class management but also on ideas about 
“the good”. Advisor presents model that can be used to reflect on moral issues in the 
classroom, and teacher decisions that follow from such an issue. This model, based 
on virtue-ethical theory, comprises four steps: (1) confrontation with a situation, (b) 
analysis of situation, (c) consideration of intended action and other possibilities, (d) 
conclusion. 
2c 
A20 30 DIS Teachers select a case (see A17) to discuss. In this discussion they use the model of 
A19 to find possible solutions. Advisor stimulates teachers to reflect on how virtues 
(can) become visible in their own behaviour.  
2c 
A21 10 IND Teachers select one or more personal goals based on their answers in questionnaire 
about the activities they organise and their modelling behaviour (see A2).  
2b,2c 
A22 25 CPL Teachers make one or more action plans to achieve goal(s).  2b,2c 
A23 5 INS Advisor closes meeting 3 and introduces activity A24. - 
(In between) A24 - - Teachers carry out their action plan (see A22).  2b,2c 
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Meeting 4 
What to say in 
citizenship 
education 
A25 5 INS Advisor introduces meeting 4. Advisor recalls community-centred perspective, the 
corresponding definitions of virtues and the four aspects of citizenship education. 
1 
A26 20 CPL Teachers again reflect on their progress regarding action plan(s) (see A24) and 
discuss whether it is necessary to alter plan(s) in order to reach set goal(s). 
2b,2c 
A27 10 INS Advisor elaborates on the importance of moral classroom conversations for the civic 
virtue development of teachers.  
2d 
A28 20 GRP Teachers fill in mind map, gathering ideas on two questions: (a) How to stimulate 
students’ moral rationality in these conversations? (b) How to stimulate students to 
feel emotionally involved in conversations?  
2d 
A29 10 PRS Teachers present their mind maps to other groups.  2d 
A30 10 INS Advisor offers a list of guidelines for moral classroom conversations, based on 
virtue-ethical theory. He recalls the four-step model presented in A19. Advisor gives 
teachers a card presenting model, in children’s language, to bear in mind for coming 
moral classroom conversations.  
2d 
A31 10 DIS Teachers look for similarities between advisor’s guidelines and their own ideas on 
mind maps.  
2d 
A32 5 INS Advisor closes meeting and introduces activities A33 and A34. - 
(In between) 
A33 - - Teachers listen to their own recorded lesson (see A4), with all tips and guidelines in 
mind, and reflect on quality of lesson. 
2d 
A34 - - Teachers carry out their action plan (see A26).  2b, 2c 
Meeting 5 
The school as a 
community: a 
‘mini-society’ 
A35 5 INS Advisor introduces meeting 5. Advisor recalls community-centred perspective, 
corresponding definitions of virtues and the four aspects of citizenship education. 
1 
A36 20 CPL Teachers again reflect on progress regarding their action plan(s) (see A34) and 
discuss whether it is necessary to alter these plan(s) in order to reach set goal(s). 
They also share learning experiences concerning A33 and formulate learning goals 
for moral classroom conversations. 
2b-d 
A37 10 DIS Team discusses features of schools that influence the happiness and behaviour of 
children. By means of team discussion, advisor points to the importance of the 
school as a just, tolerant and solidary community for civic virtue development of 
students. 
 
 
2a 
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A38 25 GRP Advisor provides report on results of teacher questionnaires about activities organ-
ised in school and on the school as a community (see A2). Each group of teachers 
discusses results referring to one of the three virtues. To what extent is this virtue 
recognisable in rules, culture, organisation and activities of the school? What are the 
school’s qualities in respect of this virtue? And what are the chances or challenges?  
2a,2b 
A39 15 DIS Teachers discuss their ideas with other groups. If possible, team starts formulating 
action plan to meet chances and challenges.  
2a,2b 
A40 10 DIS Advisor recalls goals of the programme and discusses with team whether these goals 
were met. 
- 
A41 5 INS Advisor closes meeting and introduces activities A42, A43, A44 and A45.  - 
 A42 - - Teachers continue to carry out their action plans. 2b-d 
 A43 - - Teachers organise and record a moral classroom conversation about a citizenship 
issue (also designed as post-test). 
2d 
(Afterwards) A44 - - Teachers fill in the same questionnaires as in A2. Grade 7 and 8 teachers get their 
students to fill in the same questionnaire as in A5 (also designed as post-test).  
2a-d 
 A45 - - Teachers fill in evaluative questionnaire (also designed as post-test). - 
a Codes under “Activity” refer to the kind of activity used to reach the learning goals: CPL=This activity is done in couples (two teachers). The advisor 
supervises the process by asking relevant questions and providing ideas. DIS=Teachers enter into a plenary discussion. The advisor guides this discussion. 
GRP=This activity is done in groups of three to six teachers. The advisor supervises the group process by asking relevant questions and providing ideas. 
IND=This activity is done by the teachers individually. The advisor is available to answer questions. INS=The advisor provides instruction to the teachers, 
who listen and may ask questions. PRS=The group of teachers present their ideas and insights to other groups of teachers. The advisor guides this process. 
b Numbers under “Goal” refer to the following goals (see moral content and general aims of the programme): 1=Teachers adopt the community-centred 
perspective on the civic virtues (moral content of programme), 2a=The school (rules, culture, organisation) is organised as a community that stimulates 
good citizenship in students (general aim 1), 2b=The school organises a broad range of activities and situations in which students can practise good citi-
zenship (general aim 2), 2c=The teachers are an example of civic virtue to their students (general aim 3), 2d=Teachers arrange classroom conversations in 
a way that stimulates students to think about what good citizenship entails and how they can be good citizens themselves (general aim 4). 
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6.3 Research questions 
 
For this study we formulated three research questions:  
 
(1) How did school advisors implement the programme? 
In this study we developed a programme based on a solid design: a virtue-ethical 
approach, a normative framework inspired by Catholic social thinking, and several 
educational design principles. The so-called “identity advisors” seemed best placed 
to implement the programme, as they are experienced in working with teachers and 
teams around identity issues. These advisors usually have considerable scope to 
supervise teams as they see fit, and accordingly much was asked of them. They had 
to translate the programme’s normative framework for teachers; train teachers to 
apply it to their daily work; recognise and demonstrate where programme theory 
and teacher practices meet; stimulate teachers to reflect on their personal identity 
and the identity of the school; guide discussions about concrete classroom cases, 
and more (cf. Korthagen, 2010, p. 104). We wanted to know whether advisors 
managed to implement the programme as intended. 
 
(2) To what extent did participating teachers experience the programme as inter-
esting and relevant?  
We are concerned not only with how the programme was implemented but also 
with its success. Firstly, as stated in the Introduction, the programme should have 
worth for the participants. Teachers should feel welcome to contribute to the pro-
cess and should evaluate its content and activities positively. They should agree 
that the programme is relevant, that the materials and activities are interesting and 
appropriate, and that advisors are inspiring.  
 
(3) To what extent did the programme enhance the participating teachers’ commu-
nity-centred beliefs about citizenship, their civic virtue modelling behaviour, 
and the way they arrange their moral classroom conversations about citizen-
ship issues? 
As stated in the Introduction, we are interested not only in the programme’s worth 
but also in its merit: the extent to which it achieved its goals. Did it have the in-
tended results? In this study we focus on three intended effects. The first refers to 
its moral content. The second and third refer to two (pedagogical) aspects of a 
virtue-ethical approach (see section 6.2.2, General aims). After completing the 
programme, participating teachers should be able to meet the following conditions:  
a. They should hold community-centred beliefs about citizenship. Since, in 
virtue-ethical theory, the beliefs and behaviours of moral educators are 
closely interwoven (Van Tongeren, 2003), teachers’ beliefs about citizen-
ship may be an important precondition for their citizenship education behav-
iour. We would not expect teachers to show behaviour befitting a communi-
ty-centred perspective unless they hold corresponding beliefs. This is why 
participating teachers were encouraged to adopt the community-centred per-
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spective central to the programme (i.e. programme activities A12, A13, A18, 
A25 and A35 in Table 12). 
b. They should be better models of justice, tolerance and solidarity. The pro-
gramme encouraged teachers to become aware of their modelling behaviour: 
the extent to which they display the virtues of justice, tolerance and solidari-
ty in their approach to, and interaction with, their students (programme ac-
tivities A19, A20 in Table 12). Teachers were also encouraged to set person-
al goals, which might refer to their modelling behaviour (activity A21). 
Working with a peer, they would make an action plan to achieve these goals 
(activities A22, A24, A26, A34, A36).  
c. They should be better able to organise moral classroom conversations about 
citizenship issues. The programme introduced a virtue-ethical model, de-
scribed in greater detail in Chapter 4, for moral classroom conversations. In 
programme activities A30, A31, A33, and A36 (Table 12) this model was 
central and teachers were encouraged to bear it in mind in future classroom 
conversations. 
 
The three research questions will be operationalised in the following section. We 
shall elaborate on the participants (teachers), the advisors and their preparation, the 
chief researcher’s role, and our measuring instruments.  
 
 
6.4 Method 
 
6.4.1 Participants 
The programme was implemented in the school year 2009-2010. Participating 
schools were recruited by the IKO (see Chapter 1). In most cases, the decision to 
participate was made exclusively by the school principals. One hundred and four 
teachers from nine Dutch Catholic primary schools36 were involved. Participating 
teachers were given a programme reader and all the materials they needed to carry 
out the activities. Our study focused on what teachers experienced in the course of 
the programme and how it affected them. 
 
6.4.2 Advisors and preparation 
Each participating school was supervised by one “identity advisor”. These advisors 
had already been linked in some way to the school or school organisation – which 
means that we, the researchers, were not in a position to select the advisors. Six 
advisors were involved in the project: one of them supervised three schools, one 
                                              
36 As mentioned in Chapter 1, ten schools were initially involved. However, one of these with-
drew after three meetings because the school team had clearly mistaken the expected out-
comes of the programme. That left nine schools completing the programme. 
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supervised two schools and four supervised one school each. They all had more 
than five years’ experience in the field. Table 13 presents the schools and advisors, 
showing that different kinds of schools featured in the study: small village schools 
as well as larger city schools. 
 
Table 13: Schools and advisors 
 
a Village: 1.000-5.000 inhabitants; town: 5.000-10.000 inhabitants; small city: 10.000-30.000 
inhabitants; medium city: 30.000-100.000 inhabitants.  
b All names of advisors are fictitious.  
 
 
All advisors were provided with a manual. The manual was written by the chief 
researcher, though several advisors contributed by putting forward ideas or com-
menting on particular working methods. One advisor in particular (Mr Roberts) 
was very helpful: he tested a pilot version of the programme in one school in 2008-
2009, thereby improving the programme and the manual.  
The manual included the theoretical framework and planning. It also contained 
clear, strict guidelines for each meeting and activity, including the materials need-
ed, the central concepts, goals, time planning, and references to the participants’ 
reader. Meetings and activities had to be standardised and strictly planned to ensure 
that advisors would act uniformly, making it possible to compare the performances 
of participating teachers. Still, we could not rule out all variations. Each school 
team would provide a different input; advisors might differ in their supervision 
style, the extent to which they could build up a relationship with the school team, 
and their ability to guide team discussions and adapt the programme’s normative 
framework to the practices and problems of teachers and schools.  
During one day in the summer of 2009, the chief researcher trained advisors in 
the use of the manual. This training was in two parts. The first part (2,5 hours) 
consisted of a general outline of the programme (including content, goals and 
methods), and practical matters were discussed (planning and responsibilities). 
Some of the programme activities were tried out, to familiarise advisors with the 
content and methods of the programme and to give them some notion of how it 
would feel to participate as a teacher. During the second part of the training day (2 
School Location a Size (number of participating teachers) Advisor b 
School 1 small city 10 teachers Mrs Cohen 
School 2 small city 11 teachers Mrs Daniels 
School 3 town 11 teachers Mrs Daniels 
School 4 town 12 teachers Mrs Daniels 
School 5 medium city   19 teachers Mr Jacobs 
School 6 village 7 teachers Mr Peters 
School 7 small city 15 teachers Mrs Post 
School 8 village 7 teachers Mrs Post 
School 9 medium city  12 teachers Mr Roberts 
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hours), advisors were familiarised with, and engaged in discussions about, (the rest 
of) the manual. 
 
6.4.3 Role of the chief researcher 
In the course of the training, the chief researcher prepared and equipped school 
advisors to supervise the programme in their schools. Afterwards, the chief re-
searcher was still available to monitor the implementation process: using e-mail 
and the telephone, he answered questions and encouraged advisors and participants 
to collect and submit their data. The chief researcher also attended at least one 
meeting at each school to observe how advisors implemented the programme. The 
researcher’s role was a silent one, but after the meeting he did evaluate the process 
with the advisor, sometimes providing extra tips or guidelines. 
 
6.4.4 Measuring instruments 
In this section we propose to elaborate on the measuring instruments that were used 
to answer each research question. 
 
(1) Research question 1  
Our first research question was: How did school advisors implement the pro-
gramme? This question refers to the advisor’s role in each meeting. A question-
naire completed by the advisor listed all the activities that took place at the meet-
ing, with an indication of whether they went according to plan. Advisors could 
answer “yes”, “no” or “other, namely…”, which they could then explain. They 
returned 36 of the 45 questionnaires (9 schools x 5 meetings). Furthermore, since 
the chief researcher visited and observed at least one meeting at each school, his 
notes could also be used as a source of information. 
 
(2) Research question 2 
Our second research question was: To what extent did participating teachers expe-
rience the programme as interesting and relevant? Teachers’ evaluations helped us 
establish to what extent the programme satisfied their needs, interests and goals 
(thus indicating the programme’s worth). These evaluations establish a basis for 
improving the programme’s format and design (Guskey, 2000, p. 117-118).  
After the programme, 59 participating teachers completed an evaluative ques-
tionnaire based on a standard questionnaire used by a fairly large Dutch organisa-
tion of “identity advisors”. It included some open questions (such as “If you think 
certain goals were not reached, could you indicate why?” and “Do you have any 
suggestions for improvement?”) to enable teachers to motivate their answers, write 
down their learning experiences or provide tips for improving the programme. 
About half the teachers made use of these options. 
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The closed questionnaire included the programme’s content and effects, the 
advisor’s role, and other related questions. Teachers were asked to rate these items 
on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly 
agree”). When we conducted a component analysis of the items, we found that they 
clustered in three scales, explaining 70.1 percent of the variance (see Table 14). 
The first scale (Cronbach’s alpha=.85) refers to the evaluation of programme con-
tent and method (including the advisor’s role): how did the teachers evaluate every-
thing the programme offered? The second scale (α=.84) refers to the evaluation of 
the programme’s value: to what extent did teachers feel they had benefited from 
participation in the programme? The third scale (α=.69) refers to the evaluation of 
teacher contributions: did they feel that they themselves had done their best to 
make the programme a success? We assigned three scale scores to each teacher by 
computing the mean scores for all the scale’s items.  
 
Table 14: Varimax-rotated component matrix of the evaluative questionnaire (N=59) 
 
 Component  
 
Item 
Con-
tent/Met
hod 
 
Value 
Contri-
bution 
 
h2 
The advisor’s coaching matched our initial situa-
tion and questions  
.87 .10 .16 .79 
I am satisfied with the advisor’s contribution .81 .03 .30 .75 
The programme matched our questions and initial 
situation 
.74 .33 .09 .66 
The programme offered sufficient variation of 
learning activities 
.74 .16 -.12 .58 
The advisor’s coaching gave an impetus to my 
work 
.68 .30 .28 .63 
The quality of the material was good .61 .24 .23 .48 
The programme helped me in the area of citizen-
ship education 
.11 .93 .10 .88 
The programme helped our school in the area of 
citizenship education 
.27 .86 .21 .86 
The programme has fulfilled my expectations .25 .68 .18 .55 
I am satisfied with my own contributions to the 
meetings 
.22 .09 .85 .78 
I am satisfied with the contributions of other 
participants  
.11 .38 .77 .75 
Percentage of explained variance 32.1 22.7 15.2 70.1 
 
 
(3) Research question 3 
Our third research question was: To what extent did the programme enhance the 
participating teachers’ community-centred beliefs about citizenship, their civic 
virtue modelling behaviour, and the way they arrange their moral classroom con-
versations about citizenship issues? This question refers to the degree in which the 
 92
programme helped teachers to achieve the set programme goals (the programme’s 
merit, in other words). We shall focus on intended programme effects in terms of 
the three kinds of intended effects formulated in the previous section (see Research 
questions). In this subsection we elaborate on the instruments that were used. All 
instruments were used twice: pre-test and post-test. To measure the effects on 
teachers’ citizenship beliefs and modelling behaviour, we included a control group 
consisting of teachers from the 10 Dutch Catholic schools that did not participate in 
any particular programme on moral or citizenship education during the research 
period (see Chapter 1). In other words, this part of the study followed a quasi-
experimental pre- and post-test design (Cook & Campbell, 1979, pp 103-129). 
Community-centred beliefs about citizenship. To measure the teachers’ community-
centred beliefs, a teacher questionnaire was constructed that consisted of 6 
items, each expressing a feature of good citizenship from a community-centred 
perspective (see Chapter 5). Teachers were asked to mark the importance of 
each feature on a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7 (1=not important, 7=very 
important). Appendix 1 shows all the items. Each teacher was assigned a scale 
score by computing the mean score of all six items (Cronbach’s α=.86). We 
collected pre- and post-test data about 58 participating teachers and 76 teachers 
in the control group. 
Civic-virtue modelling behaviour. We used two questionnaires to identify the civic 
virtues of justice, tolerance and solidarity in teacher behaviour (see Chapter 3): 
firstly, a teacher questionnaire exploring teachers’ images of their own behav-
iour and, secondly, a student questionnaire. After all, teachers’ own reports of 
certain behaviours may not give us an adequate picture of their modelling qual-
ities. Their students must see this behaviour too (cf. Schwartz, 2007). Both 
questionnaires consisted of 5 items on justice, 4 on tolerance and 5 on solidari-
ty, which were similar in the teacher and student versions. Appendix 1 and 2 
present the complete teacher and student questionnaires. In Chapter 3, the theo-
retical background and psychometrical qualities of the questionnaires are out-
lined in greater detail. We used the teacher questionnaire to collect pre- and 
post-test data on 47 participating teachers as well as 66 teachers in the control 
group. Scale scores were assigned to each teacher by computing the mean 
score of items per virtue. We also collected pre- and post-test data on (the 196 
students of) 11 participating teachers, and (281 students of) 12 teachers in the 
control group. We assigned three student perception scale scores per teacher by 
aggregating student data. These scale scores indicate how the class rates the 
teacher. 
Arranging moral classroom conversations. To understand how teachers arrange 
moral classroom conversations, they were asked to organise such a conversa-
tion by means of a poster representing a life-like, vivid situation relating to jus-
tice, tolerance and solidarity. Teachers could choose four posters, presented in 
Picture 6.1 (for more information, see Chapters 4 and 5). We were particularly 
interested in teachers’ spontaneous utterances during such a conversation. 
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Picture 6.1: Four posters used in moral classroom conversations 
 
The conversations were audiotaped, transcribed and coded. Codings were based on 
the three aspects central to the virtue-ethical model (see Chapter 4): teachers should 
(1) cultivate students’ moral rationality; (2) stimulate students’ emotional involve-
ment; and (3) show students the relevance and importance of a virtue. Teachers 
may use different types of utterances to refer to these aspects. These types of utter-
ances were coded seperately. Concerning aspect 1 we coded: (1a) questions about 
students’ moral opinions and behaviours, and (1b) “why” questions. Concerning 
aspect 2, we coded: (2a) questions stimulating students to empathise with the per-
sons depicted, and (2b) questions stimulating students to relate the given situation 
to a personal life experience. Concerning aspect 3, we coded: (3a) non-motivated 
moral statements (normative questions or praise/disapproval without giving rea-
sons), and (3b) motivated moral statements (for example, praise or disapproval 
followed by one or more moral reasons). The latter (3b) is preferable to the former 
(3a): it is better if teachers state the reasons (moral relevance and moral meaning) 
behind a thought, feeling or action. To recognise motivated moral statements (3b), 
we applied our normative framework, looking especially for teacher utterances that 
related to our definitions of justice, tolerance, and solidarity (see Chapter 5, in 
which the question of intercoder reliability is also addressed). Table 15 lists the 
aspects and types of utterances we have noted and also gives examples of coded 
teacher utterances. We have investigated whether there are differences, pre- and 
post-test, in the numbers of coded teacher utterances.  
In Chapter 4 (section 4.4.1), we found five indicators concerning the quality of 
moral classroom conversations, and these are presented in Table 16. We have also 
investigated whether there are differences between pre- and post-test data concern-
ing these indicators.  
We were able to code a pre- and a post-test conversation between 13 participat-
ing (K-6) teachers. Because of the relatively small data set, the Results section will 
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consider the means and standard deviations of the relevant indicators only, leaving 
aside any further statistical analysis. 
 
Table 15:  Aspects of and types of teacher utterances from our model, and some exam-
ples of coded utterances 
 
Aspect Types of teacher 
utterances 
Examples of coded teacher utterances 
1. Stimulating 
the students’ 
moral reasona-
bleness 
1a. Asking students 
to talk about their 
moral opinions and 
behaviours 
“What would you do if you saw this happen?” 
(poster 1) 
“What do you think of vegetarianism?” (post-
er 4) 
1b. Asking students 
“why”-questions 
“Why does it matter whether it is your best 
friend or an unknown boy?” (poster 2)  
“Why would you give more [money] if it is 
for someone you know?” (poster 3) 
2. Stimulating 
students to feel 
emotionally 
involved 
2a. Asking students 
to empathise with 
involved persons  
“How would Aron [the boy in the wheelchair] 
feel?” (poster 2) 
“Why would someone drop a button in the 
collecting box?” (poster 3) 
2b. Asking students 
to relate the given 
situation to a person-
al life experience 
 “When you weren’t able to join in the play 
[because you were in a wheelchair], how did 
you feel?” (poster 2)  
“Did you ever think about becoming a vege-
tarian?”(poster 4) 
3. Showing 
students the 
relevance and 
significance of a 
virtue 
 
 
3a. Non-motivated 
moral statements 
“How can you help someone to feel part of 
the group?” (poster 2) (normative question 
referring to solidarity)  
“You would give money. That is very good.” 
(poster 3) (praise without motivation) 
3b. Motivated moral 
statements (prefera-
ble) 
 “Feeling involved is important for this boy. 
For everyone. So involve someone. Ask him 
or her to join in.” (solidarity, poster 2)  
“I always try to put myself in the other per-
son’s position, wondering why people do 
what they do. So always try to put yourself in 
the other person’s shoes. People may have 
their reasons for being different” (tolerance, 
poster 4) 
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Table 16:  Five indicators regarding the quality of moral classroom conversations  
 
Indicator Why important? 
1. Number of relevant utterances 
by teachers 
The greater the number of relevant utterances, the 
more the teacher stimulates the virtue development 
of students. 
2. Extent to which teachers referred 
to all three aspects (1, 2 and 3) 
The more the teacher refers to all three aspects, the 
more fully she can stimulate the virtue development 
of students. 
3. Extent to which teachers used all 
five relevant types of utterances 
(1a, 1b, 2a, 2b and 3) 
The more the teacher uses different kinds of rele-
vant utterances, the more extensive a moral didacti-
cal repertoire she seems to have with which to 
stimulate students’ virtue development. 
4. Extent to which teachers moti-
vated their moral statements (using 
3b instead of 3a) 
The more the teacher motivates her moral state-
ments, the more she teaches students about the 
reasons and virtues underlying her opinions and 
behaviours. 
5. Aspects most strongly empha-
sised by teachers (1, 2 and/or 3) 
An exclusive focus on certain aspects, or the ne-
glect of certain aspects, might indicate that the 
teacher follows an inaccurate approach (by our 
standards) – for instance, a values clarification 
approach (neglecting aspect 3) or a values transmis-
sion approach (neglecting aspect 1). 
 
 
6.5 Results 
 
The three research questions in this chapter were: (1) How did advisors implement 
the programme? (2) To what extent did participating teachers experience the pro-
gramme as interesting and relevant?; and (3) To what extent did the programme 
enhance the participating teachers’ community-centred beliefs about citizenship, 
their civic modelling behaviour, and the way they arrange their moral classroom 
conversations about citizenship issues? In the following subsections we present the 
results concerning these questions.  
 
6.5.1 Research question 1: Programme implementation  
Table 17 lists advisors’ reports about the percentages of activities performed ac-
cording to plan. In general, advisors indicated that these percentages were rather 
high (89% on average). Most activities that were not performed according to plan 
were postponed to a later meeting (4%) or performed in a different way (5%): for 
example, in a somewhat shorter time or with a different grouping method. Only two 
school advisors indicated that some activities did not take place at all: Mr Jacobs 
and Mr Peters. 
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Table 17: Percentages of activities performed, according to advisor 
 
 
 
 
 
School 
 
 
 
 
Advisor 
Number of 
meetings of 
which data 
were pro-
vided 
Activities 
 
 
According 
to plan 
 
 
Post-
poned 
 
 
Not accord-
ing to plan 
 
 
Not per-
formed 
School 1 Mrs Cohen 4 67% 17% 17% 0% 
School 2 Mrs Daniels 5 85% 15% 0% 0% 
School 3 Mrs Daniels 5 93% 7% 0% 0% 
School 4 Mrs Daniels 5 100% 0% 0% 0% 
School 5 Mr Jacobs 3 83% 0% 11% 6% 
School 6 Mr Peters 3 88% 0% 0% 12% 
School 7 Mrs Post 4 91% 0% 9% 0% 
School 8 Mrs Post 2 100% 0% 0% 0% 
School 9 Mr Roberts 4 96% 0% 4% 0% 
Total 3.9 89% 4% 5% 2% 
 
 
Note that these two supervisors also attracted the chief researcher’s attention. 
Whereas most advisors seemed to have quite an open, concrete, structured and 
well-prepared supervising style, Mr Jacobs and Mr Peters in particular seemed less 
prepared and equipped than the other advisors37. For example, Mr Jacobs some-
times seemed a bit lost, browsing through the manual several times. He also tended 
to stray from the subject and take too much instruction time. Furthermore, he 
seemed to avoid giving clear answers to questions: even when teachers submitted 
concrete classroom problems or questions, he mostly answered in terms of abstract 
concepts like “giving meaning”, “searching for sense”, “being touched”, “inspira-
tion”, without making it clear what he meant. During the meeting, some teachers 
seemed to lose interest in what Mr Jacobs was saying.  
The teachers were much more active in the case of Mr Peters, spontaneously 
contributing phrases that fitted in perfectly with the assumptions of the virtue-
ethical approach – for example, with regard to the role of teacher attitudes and the 
school as a community, the importance of developing habits in children and of 
loving children. They even spontaneously linked classroom situations to the virtues 
of justice and tolerance. However, Mr Peters often did not seem to connect the 
programme theory to these teacher phrases: sometimes he apparently wanted to tell 
his own story, which was irrelevant to the programme. As an example, Mr Peters 
for no clear reason introduced some theory about the four cardinal virtues (pru-
dence, justice, temperance and courage) and the three theological virtues (faith, 
hope and love), which were not part of the programme. Furthermore, he often ex-
plained the central concepts of the programme vaguely and unclearly. He often 
                                              
37 The chief researcher observed one meeting of each of these two advisors (in schools 5 and 6). 
In both cases it was meeting 3 he observed (see Table 1). Meeting 3 was also observed at 
schools 4 and 7; at these meetings the advisors (Mrs Daniels and Mrs Post) seemed more 
open, concrete and prepared. 
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used his own hypothetical examples of classroom situations to clarify concepts 
rather than asking the team for their experiences, which was what the manual rec-
ommended. 
In evaluating the meeting with these two advisors, the chief researcher encour-
aged them to adhere more closely to the manual and to prepare better. However, he 
was unable to attend more of these advisors’ meetings to see whether they followed 
his advice.  
The questionnaire results and the chief researcher’s observations lead us to as-
sume that the advisors differed in the extent to which they implemented the pro-
gramme according to plan. Mr Jacobs and Mr Peters at least seemed less successful 
in transmitting the programme’s normative framework to teachers, recognising and 
demonstrating where programme theory and teacher practices come together and/or 
stimulating teachers to reflect on their personal identity and the identity of the 
school. Since this might indicate that the worth and merit of the programme dif-
fered from school to school, we take differences between schools into account in 
answering the next two research questions. 
 
6.5.2  Research question 2: Interest and relevance to participating teachers 
(worth) 
As shown in Table 18, participating teachers rated the content and method of the 
programme, as implemented by the advisors, at a mean of 3.0 on the 5-point scale – 
which means that they were not particularly satisfied with the method and content. 
Mean scores vary, of course: some schools score considerably lower than others. 
The ratings of participating teachers regarding the worth and value of the pro-
gramme (mean: 2.8) and their own contribution (mean: 3.2) were not very high 
either, though once again there are striking differences between schools, especially 
on the latter scale. However, since the response rates of most schools were quite 
low, we should not attach too much weight to their means. 
Once again Mr Jacobs and Mr Peters attract attention: they were rated lowest 
on the Content/Method scale (mean: 2.1 and 2.2). Mrs Post, on the contrary, was 
rated quite high on this scale. On the scales Value and Contribution the means vary 
less, although Mr Jacobs scored remarkably low on these scales also. 
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Table 18:  Evaluation scores of participating teachers as regards training programme on 
the scales Content/Method, Worth/Value and Contribution (ranges: 1-5)   
 
 
 
School 
 
 
Advisor 
 
N(question-
naires)/N(total) a 
Content/ 
Method 
 
Value 
Contri-
bution 
Mean Sd.  Mean Sd. Mean Sd.
School 1 Mss Cohen 4 / 10 2.9 1.1 2.8 .9 3.3 .9 
School 2 Mss Daniels 10 / 11 3.4 .3 3.0 .7 3.7 .5 
School 3 Mss Daniels 9 / 11 2.8 1.0 2.5 1.1 3.3 1.0 
School 4 Mss Daniels 2 / 12 3.4 .1 3.0 .9 3.0 .0 
School 5 Mr Jacobs 8 / 19 2.1 .3 2.5 .5 2.6 .4 
School 6 Mr Peters 5 / 7 2.2 .4 3.0 .6 3.5 .5 
School 7 Mss Post 8 / 15 3.4 .4 3.1 .5 3.4 .6 
School 8 Mss Post 3 / 7 4.0 .4 3.0 .7 3.0 .9 
School 9 Mr Roberts 10 / 12 3.2 .5 2.6 .5 3.2 .9 
Total  59 / 104 3.0 .8 2.8 .7 3.2 .7 
a The first number represents the number of questionnaires we received from this school, the 
second number refers to the total number of teachers who participated in the programme. 
 
 
The open questions in the evaluative teacher questionnaire made it clear that many 
participating teachers were critical of the programme’s value. Though some partic-
ipants reported heightened awareness of their own behaviour and a better insight 
into the school’s qualities and limitations in the area of citizenship education, a far 
greater number were critical of the programme content and method. Teachers 
called the programme “too long” (9 times), “too theoretical/abstract” (10 times) and 
“not sufficiently concise/structured” (7 times). Some teachers (5) also remarked 
that the programme was unnecessary because they were already meeting its goals 
before it started.38 
The programme’s standardised nature also posed some problems: it was more 
difficult to link it up with existing questions and needs at individual schools or to 
pay much heed to specific questions and needs that came up during meetings. 
Twelve teachers reported this as a problem. 
We have to conclude that participating teachers, on average, did not find the 
programme as interesting and relevant as it was meant to be. 
 
 
  
                                              
38 These critical comments were made by teachers from all participating schools; none of them 
really stands out. Two exceptions: the comment that the programme was “too theoretical/  
abstract” came from teachers at school 5 especially (5 times), which might have something to 
do with the supervising style of the advisor. The comment that the programme was “too long” 
came mostly from teachers at school 9 (6 times). We checked whether the five meetings at 
this school were spread over a longer period than at the other schools, but that was not the 
case; so we do not know why the comment cropped up so frequently at that particular school. 
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6.5.3 Research question 3: Effects of the programme (merit) 
As stated, we focused on programme effects in respect of three variables: (1) teach-
ers’ community-centred beliefs about citizenship, (2) their modelling behaviour, 
and (3) the way they arrange their moral classroom conversations about citizenship 
issues. In the next subsection we present the results of our analyses of each varia-
ble. For the sake of readability, we present the tables in Appendix 4 and just high-
light the most important results in the text. 
Community-centred beliefs about citizenship. Mean scores, pre-test and post-
test, on the community-centred beliefs of teachers in the experimental and control 
groups show that scores in both groups dropped slightly and that the difference 
between groups was not significant (see Table 19).  
Civic virtue modelling behaviour. A comparison in the experimental and con-
trol groups between teachers’ mean ratings and the classes’ (students’) mean rat-
ings of their teachers’ modelling behaviour, pre- and post-test, show that the pro-
gramme did not produce a significant increase in these ratings for the experimental 
group as compared to the control group (see Tables 20 and 21). 
Teachers’ utterances in moral classroom conversations. The mean numbers of 
utterances from teachers in moral classroom conversations, pre- and post-test, show 
that the least frequent pre-test utterances (that is: (1b) “why” questions, (2a and 2b) 
questions stimulating emotional involvement in students, and (3b) motivated moral 
statements) were more frequently used in the post-test, and that the most frequent 
pre-test utterances (that is: (1a) questions about opinions and behaviours, and (3a) 
non-motivated moral statements) were less frequently used in the post-test (see 
Table 22). This is an interesting result (particularly the fact that motivated moral 
statements increased and non-motivated moral statements decreased in number, 
which is preferable). It might indicate that, post-test, teachers were deliberately 
trying to use utterances that they had used less frequently before the programme.  
As regards the five indicators highlighted in the Method section (see Table 16), 
the teachers showed some improvements; on average, however, the improvements 
were small whereas standard deviations were quite high (see Table 23). Apparently 
there were large differences between individual teachers. When we homed in on 
results at the level of individual teachers, we found that approximately half the 
teachers in the data set showed improvements by all five criteria (some quite large), 
while the other half did not.  
Generally speaking, we have to conclude that the programme had little effect 
on the citizenship beliefs and citizenship-promoting behaviours of participating 
teachers, though results seem more mixed when it comes to the way they arrange 
their moral classroom conversations. That applies to all schools, regardless of the 
advisor involved. 
 
  
 100 
6.6 Discussion 
 
The goal of the current study was to evaluate the worth and merit of a teacher edu-
cation programme in which “identity advisors” (see section 6.1) help teachers to 
improve their qualities in the area of citizenship education, using a virtue-ethical 
approach. Unfortunately, the results of the evaluation questionnaires do not con-
vince us that the programme had value and relevance for the participating teachers 
(worth); and the effects at the level of individual teachers, at any rate, do not con-
vince us that the programme in its current form could reach all its own goals (mer-
it). So, even though the programme design had been based on principles that were 
expected to enhance its effectiveness, it was not as successful as we intended. How 
can this be explained? The results of our study indicate two possibilities. The first 
has to do with the features of the programme design. The second has to do with the 
role of advisors. We elaborate on both in the next two subsections. 
  
6.6.1 Features of programme design 
In designing our programme, we used a virtue-ethical approach. This, we consider, 
means that the programme should be holistic: focused on teacher identity and guid-
ed by normative content. However, this approach also gave rise to problems.  
First, being holistic, our programme focused on a wide range of subjects, situa-
tions and activities within the school (all of them considered relevant from a virtue-
ethical point of view) and aimed at influencing the beliefs and citizenship-
promoting behaviour of teachers. Such change processes are complex and usually 
not easy to accomplish. As Penuel et al. (2007, p. 928) argue, teacher training is 
often less effective when focused on general pedagogical strategies than when 
focused on very specific teacher skills and techniques. Our programme results also 
indicate that effects may have been related only to the quite specific teacher skill of 
organising a moral classroom conversation. The programme seemed to have helped 
at least some teachers to improve the quality of their conversations. Since only one 
of the meetings focused explicitly on these conversations (meeting 4), and since 
teachers had little time to practise the new insights before the post-test, the pro-
gramme effects would probably have been more marked if there had been more 
time. Too much was required of teachers in a restricted time. Based as it was on a 
virtue-ethical approach, the programme was quite broad and complex, focusing on 
many aspects of the teacher and the school; but all these aspects could not be at-
tended to thoroughly in a programme of only five meetings. This might be a reason 
why participating teachers called the programme “too long” and “not concise 
enough”. 
Furthermore, since the primary focus was at the level of teachers and schools, 
the programme focused only indirectly on the moral and citizenship development 
of students. Because of this, the programme might have been less effective in link-
ing up with the real needs and problems that teachers experience – which might, in 
turn, be one of the reasons why some participating teachers called the programme 
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“too theoretical” or “too abstract”. Some teachers also reported that they did not 
need the programme. They felt that they already met its goals before the pro-
gramme started at all. We can recognise this in the research data (see Table 19 to 
21): for example, most teachers already scored high on community-centred beliefs 
in the pre-test. The same goes for modelling behaviour: quite a few teachers al-
ready scored high in the pre-test, even according to their students (at least when it 
comes to justice and solidarity). These teachers might not have experienced any 
problem or felt any need to change their behaviour. However, it might be that some 
teachers are not used to reflecting on their beliefs, attitudes and behaviour (and may 
even find it confrontational). For example, Beauchamp and Thomas (2009, p. 185) 
indicate that inexperienced teachers at least are often unable to reflect on their 
(professional) identity. This might mean that our intervention was more suited to 
teachers who are really motivated to reflect on their classroom experiences as moral 
and citizenship educators.  
The research design we used in assessing the quality of our holistic teacher 
training programme may also have been problematic. The claim to have developed 
an evidence-based intervention is often heard in educational research (in the Neth-
erlands also; cf. Onderwijsraad, 2006), calling for large-scale studies that can track 
the impact of programmes (Grossman & McDonald, 2008, p. 199). Studies that 
include large groups of schools and teachers are quite common (cf. Garet et al., 
2001; Penuel et al., 2007). Our study falls into this research perspective: we de-
signed a standardised and carefully planned programme to compare the processes 
in different schools. However, combining this programme design with the teacher 
training programme’s holistic approach appears to have caused difficulties. Stand-
ardisation and strict planning may be appropriate when teacher interventions focus 
on specific teacher skills, but less so when teachers are asked to think about their 
own identity and that of their school. In the latter kinds of interventions, teachers 
need time and space to engage in team discussions and to reflect on their own be-
liefs and behaviours. A standardised and strictly planned programme also leaves 
less room to link up with specific questions and aspirations experienced by individ-
ual schools and with questions and needs that came up during individual meetings. 
Therefore it might be better if such teacher interventions are not standardised but 
allowed to differ from school to school.  
 
6.6.2 The school advisor’s role 
In designing our programme, we worked with a special kind of school advisors 
(“identity advisors”) who were already connected to the relevant schools or school 
organisations. We chose to work with these advisors because they are experienced 
in working with teachers and teams on moral and religious education issues. We 
tried to fall in with their approach (which is one of the reasons why team meetings 
were the central learning context of our programme). Still, much – perhaps too 
much – was asked of these advisors (see 6.3), particularly since they were not ac-
customed to prestructured programmes. 
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As we have seen, participants’ opinions as to programme content and method 
are strongly related to their opinion of the advisor who implemented it. Since 
method and content did not vary, we may conclude that it was the implementation 
by individual advisors that determined the programme’s relevance and value to 
participants. Some advisors seem to have done better than others in connecting the 
programme to the starting situation and needs of their schools, which in turn may 
imply that advisors must be better prepared and the supervising process more di-
rectly monitored than in the current study. 
 
6.6.3 Implications for further research 
The foregoing implies that educational research into holistic teacher interventions 
would be more effective if it followed a method of, say, design research (Edelson, 
2002, MacKenny & Reeves, 2012). This type of research focuses on the construc-
tion of the intervention. Its design is constantly evaluated and adapted to specific 
educational practices. School advisors would also be more actively involved in co-
creating the intervention. This type of research may take more time and be harder 
to organise, but it would be interesting to see how the process of design and, even-
tually, the success or failure of an intervention is affected by the various agents 
involved. 
The advisor’s role might merit a closer study in future research of this kind – 
especially in interventions that focus on teacher identity, where it may well be the 
deciding factor. While the advisors in our study were all professionals, some 
seemed better able than others to connect the programme to the initial situation and 
needs of their schools. Just as teachers adapt scientific insights about effective 
teaching to fit their prior experiences and classroom contexts (Siegel, 2005), so 
advisors translate theoretical frameworks to fit their supervising style and the 
school context; but some advisors seem better able to make this adjustment while 
still doing justice to the theoretical framework. Future research that includes identi-
ty advisors should focus more closely on how advisors perceive the school’s learn-
ing processes and their own role in these. Observations may also elucidate the 
different approaches and supervision styles used by advisors in working with 
teams, and the effects of all these on the experiences and learning of participating 
teachers.  
 
6.6.4 Implications for teacher training 
What can we learn from this research into the main preconditions for successful 
holistic teacher interventions? Using the results of this study, we propose to formu-
late two broad, interrelated sets of crucial but demanding preconditions.  
First, we acknowledge that it is impossible to cover every aspect of a holistic 
approach (a virtue-ethical approach in this case) in a teacher training programme 
that is limited in time. The educational goals of holistic approaches are often com-
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prehensive, abstract and complex. Time restrictions make it necessary to focus on 
one or two goals. In this case, for instance, the one school could choose to focus on 
moral classroom conversations, while the other school could focus the teachers’ 
role as a model of civic virtue. The omission of certain goals might seem to make 
our approach less holistic, but this will not necessarily be the case. Even when only 
one or two of the most appealing and relevant goals are chosen, the focus on teach-
er identity will probably still be needed. Some goals may not be covered, but others 
can be covered in greater depth and with a more personal focus. 
Secondly, we should acknowledge that despite the call for large-scale, stand-
ardised designs, these do not seem adapted to holistic teacher interventions. A 
holistic teacher programme should have a loosely planned, free and open design. 
In-depth discussions or reflections should not be cut off because time has run out, 
and schools should be able to choose goals and methods that suit their specific 
situations and needs and the activities that help them achieve these goals. After all, 
a programme cannot motivate teachers to participate actively unless they see the 
programme goal(s) as relevant and interesting. This is even more important when 
these goals are only indirectly linked to learning processes in the classroom.  
This means that each school should be free to perform different activities in a 
different order. To identify the questions and needs of specific school teams, it 
might be useful to organise a prior teacher survey or an interview with representa-
tives of the school. Participating schools should also be encouraged to know and 
accept the virtue-ethical approach and the underlying normative framework of the 
project. Probably this will mean that the project will not suit each and every Dutch 
Catholic school. Even schools that want counselling or support in the area of citi-
zenship education might be interested only in meeting the demands of the Dutch 
Educational Inspectorate, which are formal and limited. A virtue-ethical approach 
to citizenship education will be suited only to schools that truly want to link citi-
zenship education to moral education, focusing on the person of the teacher and 
linking up with the (Catholic) identity of the school. 
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7.   Conclusions and discussion 
 
In Chapter 1 argued that, although citizenship education is generally seen as an 
important educational task, schools find it hard to construe the content and peda-
gogy of citizenship education satisfactorily. In this study we proposed a specific 
approach to citizenship education: a virtue-ethical approach. We argued that such 
an approach offers a robust, lifelike picture of what good citizenship education 
means. The general aim of the study was to use this approach to help Dutch Catho-
lic primary school teachers to implement citizenship education in their schools and 
classrooms. 
Three key questions were central (see Chapter 1): 
(1) What should be the content and pedagogy of citizenship education in Catholic 
primary schools from a virtue-ethical point of view? Our first goal was to gain 
insight into the implications of a virtue-ethical approach for educational prac-
tice: to show how Dutch Catholic primary school teachers can cultivate civic 
virtue in students, and the exact qualities they need to do this.  
(2) To what extent do Catholic primary school teachers display particular citizen-
ship beliefs and citizenship-promoting behaviour? We also sought to determine 
to what extent teachers already possess the qualities needed for citizenship edu-
cation. After all, teachers may already be doing many things that accord with 
our virtue-ethical theory. They may also experience certain difficulties. Insight 
into these qualities and difficulties will suggest directions for improvement.  
(3) To what extent can Catholic primary school teachers’ beliefs and citizenship-
promoting behaviour be stimulated by a teacher training programme imple-
mented by ‘identity advisors’? In this study we developed and tested a teacher 
training programme. We wanted to know whether this programme could be 
used to help teachers to enhance their qualities and deal with their difficulties. 
The programme was implemented by identity advisors, a special kind of advisor 
in Dutch schools.  
Subsection 7.1 summarises the conclusions reached in respect of our three research 
questions. In subsection 7.2 we critically reflect on the insight still needed to get a 
more complete picture of the qualities of teachers in this field. We also make some 
suggestions for further research. Subsection 7.3 offers some recommendations for 
teacher training and teacher education.  
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7.1 Conclusions of the present study 
 
7.1.1 Content and pedagogy of a virtue-ethical approach to citizenship 
education in Catholic primary schools 
The first goal of the study was to gain insight into the implications of a virtue-
ethical approach for educational practice. Hence the first key question was: what 
should be the content and pedagogy of citizenship education in Catholic primary 
schools from a virtue-ethical point of view? In Chapters 1 and 2 we presented a 
picture of the content of citizenship education that may fit the normative frame-
work of Dutch Catholic primary schools. We described three virtues of good citi-
zenship, which we defined and operationalised from a community-centred, active 
perspective inspired by Catholic social thinking. We also proposed a comprehen-
sive, positive and substantial pedagogy for citizenship education. From the substan-
tial body of existing virtue-ethical literature (e.g. Bryk, 1988; Hirst, 1999; Steutel 
& Carr, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003) we identified four virtue-ethical aspects that 
can be seen as guidelines for schools and teachers who want to implement citizen-
ship education: 
(1) The school (its rules, culture, organisation) should be a community that fosters 
good citizenship in students.  
(2) The school should provide a broad range of activities and situations in which 
students can practise good citizenship. 
(3) Teachers should be examples of civic virtue to their students. 
(4) Teachers should arrange classroom conversations that encourage students to 
think about what good citizenship entails and how they can be good citizens 
themselves. 
These four aspects indicate the most important qualities that schools and teachers 
require to provide virtue-ethical citizenship education. In the study we focused on 
the two aspects on the teacher level: the teachers’ civic virtue modelling behaviour 
(aspect 3), and the way they arrange moral classroom conversations about citizen-
ship issues (aspect 4). These two aspects can be seen as citizenship-promoting 
behaviours of teachers, while the other two aspects (1 and 2) refer to features of the 
school context and curriculum.  
 
7.1.2 Citizenship-promoting behaviour and beliefs of Dutch Catholic  
primary school teachers 
By defining the content and pedagogy of the virtue-ethical approach for Catholic 
primary education we provide teachers with directions to introduce students to 
citizenship education in an appealing way. Presumably Dutch Catholic primary 
school teachers are not familiar with the premises of a virtue-ethical approach. Yet 
this does not mean that they do not pay attention to moral and citizenship educa-
tion, or that they do not meet certain virtue-ethical criteria. They already hold cer-
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tain beliefs about good citizenship, they already organise certain citizenship related 
activities in their classrooms, and they already act in a certain way, although per-
haps quite intuitively or unwittingly. On the other hand they may lack certain quali-
ties or fail to do certain things in the classroom. To gain insight into the practices of 
teachers we asked the second key question: to what extent do Catholic primary 
school teachers display particular citizenship beliefs and citizenship-promoting 
behaviour (i.e. modelling and arranging high quality moral classroom conversa-
tions)? Since this is the first empirical study (to our knowledge) that explicitly links 
virtue ethics with citizenship education, we developed instruments to measure the 
variables of this key question. All these instruments proved to be reliable and valid, 
which can be seen as a first meaningful contribution of this study to the field.  
Although the research is not representative, it can be argued that many Dutch 
Catholic primary school teachers indeed possess certain qualities necessary to fur-
ther their students’ virtue development. The study also affords insight into the most 
common difficulties encountered by teachers. We briefly outline both their qualities 
and their difficulties and constraints. In 7.2 we elaborate on these results. 
Most teachers seem to have a potential to function as models of justice and sol-
idarity (see Chapter 3). According to themselves and their students they generally 
display behaviour that corresponds with these two virtues, which means that they 
have the potential to inspire their students to internalise these two virtues. Howev-
er, according to student ratings the virtue of tolerance was less evident in teachers’ 
behaviour.  
Secondly, teachers appeared to use certain kinds of utterances in moral class-
room conversations that they considered relevant to students’ virtue development. 
The results of Chapters 4, 5 and 6 show that most teachers ask questions about 
students’ moral opinions and behaviour and make non-motivated moral statements. 
The same chapters also indicate some common difficulties of teachers: they do not 
ask many ‘why’-questions to elicit moral reasoning from their students, nor do they 
ask many questions to encourage emotional involvement or use motivated moral 
statements. These latter types of teacher utterances, however, are also important to 
stimulate students’ virtue development adequately (cf. Sprod, 2001; see Chapter 4).  
When it comes to the teachers’ beliefs about citizenship, most teachers in our 
study adopted a community-centred perspective (see Chapter 5). Differences be-
tween teachers were not significant. Teachers support a community-centred per-
spective on citizenship irrespective of their religious affiliation or church attend-
ance. This perspective seems to be broadly supported by Dutch Catholic primary 
school teachers.  
To sum up, I conclude that teachers in our study currently display beliefs and 
(to a certain degree) practices that potentially stimulate students’ virtue develop-
ment. At the same time there seems to be room for improvement. To familiarise 
teachers with the content and pedagogy of citizenship education and to improve 
their qualities in this field, we highlight the importance of teacher training and 
teacher education. For instance, in Chapter 3 it is argued that it could be helpful to 
train teachers to become aware of, reflect on and eventually improve their model-
ling behaviour, for example by means of student questionnaires. In Chapter 4 a 
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virtue-ethical model for moral classroom conversations is proposed as a training 
tool to help teachers to make their moral classroom conversations more structured, 
rich and attractive. And in Chapter 5 it is argued that it would be interesting to train 
teachers to relate their moral beliefs to their classroom behaviour and to become 
better equipped, and perhaps more motivated, to be moral and citizenship educators 
for their students. These suggestions presuppose the cognitive-psychological as-
sumption that teachers’ behaviour will improve if they become aware of, and re-
flect on, what they do and why they do it (cf. Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009; 
Korthagen, 2010; Wang et al., 2010). In this study we designed a teacher training 
programme to stimulate this, to be implemented by identity advisors, a special kind 
of advisor in Dutch schools specifically involved with school issues associated with 
religion and morality. 
 
7.1.3 Stimulating teacher beliefs and behaviour by means of a training 
programme  
Not much is known about how to design teacher training programmes that focus on 
teachers’ identity in relation to their professional activities (Beauchamp & Thomas, 
2009, p. 184) − in other words, ‘holistic’ programmes. However, schools which 
want to adopt a virtue-ethical approach to innovate citizenship education may profit 
by exactly these kinds of training programmes. That prompts our third key ques-
tion: to what extent can Catholic primary school teachers’ citizenship beliefs and 
citizenship-promoting behaviour be stimulated by a teacher training programme 
implemented by identity advisors?  
In Chapter 6 we designed and tested a holistic teacher training programme. The 
general aim of the programme was to familiarise teachers with the content and 
pedagogy of a virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education and to improve their 
qualities in this field. Unfortunately, even though the programme was based on 
design principles expected to heighten its effectiveness, it was not very successful. 
The results of the evaluation questionnaires did not convincingly demonstrate that 
the programme had value and relevance (worth) for the participating teachers. 
Furthermore, the effects on the level of individual teachers did not convincingly 
show that the programme, in its current form, was able to reach all of its goals 
(merit). These results prompted reflection on the design principles for holistic 
teacher training programmes. An important conclusion of this study is that the 
standardised research design that we used was not consonant with the assumptions 
of the training. In holistic teacher training programmes it may be better to use an 
open, flexible approach (cf. Korthagen, 2010, p. 104). Section 7.3.1 elaborates on 
this conclusion.  
 
 
 108 
7.2 Beyond the state of the art  
 
Since this study was located in a field that has not been empirically studied before 
(linking citizenship education with moral education using a virtue-ethical ap-
proach), it was exploratory. For example, we only focused on two of the four as-
pects of citizenship education identified in Chapters 1 and 2. These two aspects 
(teachers’ modelling behaviour and the way they arrange their moral classroom 
conversations) refer to teachers’ qualities. The other two aspects (the school as a 
community and the learning activities and situations that are organised) were for-
mulated on the level of the school and fall outside the scope of this study. Still, 
these aspects are considered important for students’ civic virtue development. Fu-
ture research should also determine whether schools possess the qualities needed to 
promote students’ civic virtue development and examine the most common diffi-
culties and problems. Future research might also clarify to what extent aspects on 
the level of the school and aspects on the level of teachers are intertwined and 
interrelated. For example, it seems that the school community (aspect 1) has some 
impact on teachers’ modelling behaviour (aspect 3) (cf. Beijaard, Verloop & Ver-
munt, 2000; Chow-Hoy, 2001; Corbett, 1999, p. 54), although there may also be a 
reverse influence: teachers who display modelling behaviour contribute to the 
school as a moral community (Higgins-d’Alessandro & Sadh, 1998, p. 555). Some 
of our analyses in Willems et al. (2010b) indeed indicate a relationship between the 
school community (aspect 1) and the extent to which teachers display certain kinds 
of modelling behaviour (aspect 3).  
By focusing on the level of the teacher the present study illustrates what citi-
zenship-promoting behaviours (should) look like, to what extent teachers already 
demonstrate such behaviour, and in how far a teacher training programme promotes 
it. Furthermore, this study provides criteria of the quality of moral classroom con-
versations and proves that it is possible to actually apply these criteria to teachers’ 
conversations with their students. All these insights might help teachers to imple-
ment citizenship education in their classrooms and to overcome difficulties and 
pitfalls that they experience. Of course, this does not mean that the study presents 
an all-inclusive picture of the qualities teachers require for citizenship education. 
For example, although their beliefs about citizenship were included, we gained 
limited insight into other kinds of beliefs, attitudes, inclinations and intentions that 
may or may not underlie their citizenship-promoting behaviour.  
In this section we reflect on aspects of teacher quality that are still unexplored. 
According to Roelofs and Sanders (2007) teachers’ professional competence con-
sists of four interrelated aspects: (1) teacher characteristics, (2) the decision-making 
process, (3) actions and (4) effects on students. These authors believe that one can 
only get a complete picture of teachers’ professional competence when all these 
aspects are taken into account. The same may apply to the teacher qualities that 
were central in this study. The distinction made by Roelofs and Sanders helps us to 
reflect on the knowledge that this study provides, and what areas need to be ex-
plored further.  
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Although the present study affords some insight into teachers’ characteristics 
(e.g. their beliefs about citizenship and the relation between these beliefs and their 
religious self-definition), it focuses more particularly on teachers’ actions. The 
study affords insight into teachers’ citizenship-promoting behaviour: their civic 
modelling behaviour and the way they arrange moral classroom conversations. In 
the following subsections we reflect on other aspects of the Roelofs and Sanders 
model. In 7.2.1 we consider teachers’ characteristics: this study has focused on 
teachers’ beliefs about good citizenship, but other characteristics might be more 
relevant to teachers’ actions in the domain of citizenship education. In 7.2.2 we 
reflect on the teachers’ decision-making process and 7.2.3 deals with the effects of 
teachers’ actions on students. These subsections also contain some suggestions for 
further research. 
 
7.2.1 Teacher characteristics  
Teachers have diverse stable characteristics that influence their daily decisions. 
Chapter 5 deals with one of these characteristics: teachers’ moral beliefs about 
good citizenship. We argued that these beliefs might relate to teachers’ actions in 
the classroom, but we have found that the relation between these beliefs and their 
actions in the classroom is not very strong. Presumably other kinds of teacher char-
acteristics such as teaching skills play a more important role in the decision-making 
process (cf. Kelchtermans, 2009, p. 266). The reason for this is that teachers may 
have firm moral beliefs and may take their task as moral educators very seriously, 
but if they lack classroom management skills they may fail to put their moral be-
liefs into practice.  
We must also realise that teachers’ moral beliefs do not give us a complete pic-
ture of teachers’ virtues, which can be seen as the most important teacher character-
istic predicting citizenship-promoting behaviour. Moral beliefs can give an indica-
tion of virtue, but virtue is a much more complex concept. It entails not only moral 
beliefs but also moral emotions, motivations, inclinations, desires and so on (cf. 
Van Tongeren, 2003). For example, one can imagine a teacher who really believes 
that it is important to be gentle towards and interested in immigrant students, but 
who is still unable to make the effort to establish a deep and warm relationship with 
these students because she cannot handle the perceived differences between them 
and her. Such a teacher cannot really be called tolerant, although her moral beliefs 
fit our definition of tolerance.  
Teachers’ perceptions of their professional role and tasks are likely to affect 
their decisions and actions in the classroom. One might ask to what extent teachers 
are actually open to a virtue-ethical approach to moral and/or citizenship education. 
Although we argued in Chapters 1 and 2 that a virtue-ethical approach overcomes 
certain problems that teachers experience, a more formal approach to moral or 
citizenship education can still be more appealing to (at least some) teachers. For 
example, teachers who prefer to focus on concrete methods, teaching techniques 
and strategies might feel uncomfortable with the virtue-ethical focus on the teach-
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er’s moral identity. When it comes to the specific content of our virtue-ethical 
approach, most Dutch primary school teachers seem to support a community-
centred perspective on civic virtues (see Chapter 5). Still, this does not necessarily 
mean that they feel inclined to teach this normative framework to their students 
using the pedagogy proposed in this study. For example, teachers can reject the 
emphasis on their own role as moral examples. They may find it useless, difficult 
or even confrontational to reflect on their moral beliefs, attitudes and behaviour. 
Klaassen (2002), who interviewed almost 50 teachers, found that most of them 
were hesitant to reveal the person behind their role as teacher. Furthermore, 
Berghem (1990), who interviewed 65 prospective teachers, found great differences 
in the way they regarded their role as a moral example. Only half of the respond-
ents agreed with the idea that teachers should consciously act as moral examples. 
Apparently a significant proportion of these prospective teachers did not perceive 
themselves as models of virtue for their students. They argued that one cannot 
expect more virtue from teachers than from people in general: according to some 
the teacher’s task is to disseminate knowledge, nothing more (Bergem, 1990, p. 93-
94). These teachers seem to disregard the fact that teachers always, consciously or 
unconsciously, display certain norms, values and virtues (Bryk, 1988; Olthof & 
Brugman, 1994; Roede, Klaassen & Veugelers, 2004). When teachers reject the 
virtue-ethical dimension of modelling this affects their actions. Teachers who do 
not feel inclined to set a moral example can send the message to their students that 
developing virtue is actually not that important. 
Another issue is whether teachers feel comfortable with the virtue-ethical em-
phasis on sharing their moral beliefs and values with their students. According to 
Klaassen (2002), teachers seem to adopt a neo-liberal point of view and think of 
values as largely a matter of personal choice (Klaassen, 2002, p. 155). In our study 
we also found that teachers tend to refrain from adopting explicit normative stances 
towards their students. For example, when it comes to moral classroom conversa-
tions quite a few teachers were inclined to turn the moral question of the conversa-
tion (e.g. “How should we deal with the boy in the wheelchair when we are having 
a nice game of soccer?”) into a practical or a knowledge question (“What kinds of 
games can you play even if you are in a wheelchair?”). And even when teachers 
paid attention to the moral aspects of the issue, most of them kept silent when it 
came to their beliefs about citizenship and the civic virtues they seek to cultivate 
(see Chapter 5). 
It does indeed take some courage to share moral ideas with students in the plu-
ralistic Dutch context with its critical parents and students (Onderwijsraad, 2011; 
Roede, Klaassen & Veugelers, 2004). Even in Catholic schools, which are histori-
cally linked with the specific normative tradition of the gospel, teachers might be 
influenced by societal trends like individualisation and secularisation, which are 
sceptical about teaching a particular belief system, especially when linked with a 
religious tradition. Teachers might want to avoid being accused of ‘indoctrination’, 
which has a very negative connotation in the present-day debate (cf. Klaassen, 
2002; Thiessen, 2001; Onderwijsraad, 2011). 
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Future research should afford insight into the extent to which teachers are in-
deed attracted to a virtue-ethical approach to moral and citizenship education. 
Many questions merit attention. How do teachers regard their role as moral educa-
tors? Do they pay attention to the moral aspects of this role? Do they think it per-
missible to show the ‘person behind the teacher’ to their students? Do they consider 
themselves to be moral examples to their students? Do they want to set a moral 
example to their students? Do they consider it legitimate to share their moral beliefs 
and values? Or are they more attracted to a pedagogy of values clarification, in 
which they teach their students to reflect on their own moral beliefs in values but 
they, as teachers, never express a personal judgement about right or wrong, good or 
bad, virtue or vice? It is important to clarify in how far the personal theories of 
(prospective) teachers correspond with virtue-ethical theory. If correspondence is 
low, then teacher education activities which assume that teachers agree with the 
underlying principles are likely to fail.  
 
7.2.2 The decision-making process 
Teachers’ actions are based on decisions. These decisions are grounded in their 
professional and personal characteristics (see 7.2.1) and in their expectations of 
students’ learning processes in the classroom (Roelofs & Sanders, 2007). Although 
this study provides some insight into teachers’ actions, we still need to clarify the 
kinds of decisions and actual considerations underlying their actions. We still do 
not have insight the intentions and reasons that make teachers act the way they do. 
Besides, we need to know whether their actions are really based on deliberate, 
conscious decisions or are intuitive and unconscious. 
For example, when it comes to moral classroom conversations the intentions 
that underlie teachers’ utterances are not clear. It seems as if teachers use certain 
types of utterances quite intuitively. One can question whether these utterances are 
based on some implicit or explicit theory about moral or citizenship education. 
Possibly teachers have personal preferences for certain types of utterances, which 
accounts for the considerable differences between teachers’ approaches. Future 
research − for example, into teachers’ reflection on their lessons and their reasons 
for making certain utterances − might shed light on the extent to which teachers’ 
decisions and considerations concur with a virtue-ethical framework. 
When it comes to modelling, which is a more informal and implicit practice, 
teachers’ intentions are even less clear. The teachers in this study turned out to act 
quite justly and solidarily in their classrooms. But does that mean that they really 
intend to model these virtues? And if so, do they really intend to influence their 
students’ virtue development? It may well be that teachers do not consciously ‘use’ 
modelling behaviour as a means to teach students virtue. Teachers may behave 
according to their idea of ‘good (effective) teaching’ without any deliberate moral 
intention. Osguthorpe (2008) points out that many characteristics of good teaching 
are linked to virtues. The concept of the teacher as an expert professional (motivat-
ed by the will to optimise the students’ learning results) and the concept of the 
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teacher as a moral example (motivated by the will to express personal virtue) over-
lap considerably. This is also evident in our study, because the virtues of justice 
and solidarity are linked with concepts that are considered central to teachers’ task, 
like encouraging children’s individual development and fair classroom manage-
ment (justice-linked), and inclusion and care for students (solidarity-linked).  
Still, according to our theory teachers need to be encouraged to become more 
than just professionals who effectively enhance the learning results of the students 
in their classes. They need to become aware of, reflect on, and develop the virtues 
that are related to their classroom practices. More particularly, in our study, in 
which we adopted an active, community-centred perspective on citizenship − a far-
reaching perspective (see Chapter 2) − we expect virtuous teachers to sometimes go 
beyond the characteristics of good (effective) teaching. This applies especially to 
tolerance, because that virtue seems less linked to the key concepts of the teachers’ 
task. The virtue of tolerance, interpreted from a Catholic perspective, seems to 
demand more of teachers than the virtues of justice and solidarity, which might be 
why teachers, according to their students, model this virtue less than the other two. 
As argued in Chapter 2, our interpretation of tolerance may be called radical or 
controversial. It is closely linked with the concept of culture responsiveness (as 
defined by Banks, 2008; 2009; Brown, 2007; cf. Willems et al., 2010b), which is 
not always valued or appreciated in the current Western politico-cultural climate 
where all kinds of intolerant tendencies are visible. It might be tempting for teach-
ers to smooth over cultural differences in class so as to keep the class manageable. 
However, teachers who have really internalised the virtue of tolerance will behave 
differently. They will show interest in students’ cultural and religious backgrounds 
and will help them to understand each other’s background − not because such 
teacher actions have some kind of hidden learning effect, but because the virtue of 
tolerance motivates these teachers to act in that way. 
Not only the teachers’ intentions are important in their decision-making pro-
cess, but also the extent to which these intentions are conscious. Berliner (2001; 
2004), who studied the characteristics of expert teachers, found that they usually 
act intuitively, that is effortlessly and spontaneously. Only when things do not work 
out as planned, or when something atypical is noticed, they start reflecting on their 
performance and consciously decide what they should do. These findings can also 
be viewed from a virtue-ethical perspective. Virtue ethics stresses that virtues even-
tually evolve into habits (cf. Bryk, 1988; Steutel & Carr, 1999; Hirst, 1999; Skillen, 
1997; Spiecker, 1999; Van Tongeren, 2003; Van der Ven, 1998), which is automat-
ic behaviour. Teachers who have really internalised the virtues of good citizenship 
will model these virtues quite intuitively and spontaneously without being aware 
of, or reflecting on, the intentions underlying their actions. This may imply that 
virtuous teachers are not constantly aware of what they do in the classroom. It 
would be another reason for assigning less weight to the results of the teacher ques-
tionnaire (because they may have difficulty recalling their behaviour), and to attach 
greater weight to the results of the student questionnaire (because they observe 
what teachers do) to gain insight into teachers’ actual modelling behaviour. 
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Does this mean we can ignore the need to encourage teachers to become aware 
of their behaviour and the underlying intentions? There are at least two reasons not 
to do that. First of all, not every teacher is a virtuous teacher who intuitively and 
spontaneously does the right things in the right way. Berliner (2004, p. 207) argues 
that for teachers who are still on their way to expertise reflection and awareness are 
essential. The same can be assumed of virtuousness. After all, phronèsis (the prac-
tical wisdom needed to estimate, judge, evaluate and contemplate situations and 
possible actions) is assumed in each and every virtue (Hirst, 1999; Sherman, 1999; 
Van Tongeren, 2003). Teachers need reflection and awareness to become virtuous 
and to become better examples of justice, tolerance and solidarity to the children in 
their classrooms. Teachers who are aware of their behaviour will be able to adjust it 
when it does not conform to their (moral) beliefs, values and intentions. A second 
reason why teachers should be aware of their modelling behaviour (a reason that 
applies to all teachers, regardless of their teaching experience or moral excellence) 
is that those who are aware of their behaviour can explain their behaviour (even 
their intuitive habits), and the underlying reasons, to their students. The mismatch 
between teachers’ image of their behaviour and their students’ perceptions of it (see 
Chapter 3) seems to imply that teachers don’t do this very often. Teachers who are 
motivated by personal virtue, and who are aware of the intentions underlying their 
behaviour, are more likely to be able to do this. 
 
7.2.3 Effects on students 
The study did not focus on the effects of teachers’ actions on students’ learning. In 
Chapter 3 we examined whether the teachers in our sample can be called models of 
civic virtue, but we do not yet know how their behaviour influences students. We 
only measured what students see, not what they do with it. In Chapter 4 we identi-
fied criteria of moral classroom conversations to ensure that they have the potential 
to stimulate students’ virtue development. Yet we do not know in how far teachers 
who meet these criteria have the intended effect on students. Since the study focus-
es on teachers, we did not include student outcomes. However, there is empirical 
evidence that the aspects we have distinguished on the basis of virtue-ethical theory 
in fact stimulate the moral development of students (e.g. Solomon, Watson & Bat-
tistich, 2001). Of course, many other factors influence their moral development 
(e.g. parents, peers, pop culture; cf. Olthof & Brugman, 1994), but already in 1978 
a study by Pederson (see Fallon, 2003) showed that a single teacher can have a 
major long-term influence on her students. Teachers who take their task as moral 
and citizenship educators seriously and put the virtue-ethical approach into practice 
are likely to have a positive impact on the development of civic virtues in their 
students, especially if they are working in a school where all teachers are commit-
ted to this task.  
To investigate the effects of moral teacher behaviour from a virtue-ethical per-
spective future research should focus on teachers’ impact on their students. We 
need to collect evidence that the identified qualities of schools and teachers indeed 
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stimulate virtuous behaviour in students. But since the development of civic virtues 
is a slow and complex process, to which schools and teachers contribute only par-
tially, it might be hard to assess these effects. There are instruments to measure 
students’ moral reasoning (e.g. the DIT and DIT-2 tests; Rest et al., 2000) and their 
civic knowledge, skills and attitudes (Ten Dam et al., 2010), but as yet we have no 
instruments to measure their development of virtuousness. As noted already, moral 
beliefs, emotions, motivations, inclinations and desires all play a role in virtue, 
which makes it a complex concept that is difficult to measure. Still we see some 
possibilities for measuring students’ virtue. To examine justice, tolerance and soli-
darity among students, for example, one could use questionnaires or interviews to 
measure students’ interest and involvement in the wider community, their attitudes 
towards outsiders in general, people who are suffering or people from other cul-
tures and religions. To come to grips with the nature of virtuousness it might be 
better to use a more collective measure of the effects of moral education. Kelchter-
mans and Simons (2007, p. 151) advocate using measurements in which the school 
and classroom community plays a more important role. This also accords with our 
approach, because many virtue ethicists argue that virtues are manifested in moral 
practices and communities (MacIntyre, 1985; Noddings & Slote, 2003; Van Ton-
geren, 2003). In our case sociometric methods might afford insight into justice, 
solidarity and tolerance among students. Thus peer rating methods (Jiang & 
Cillesen, 2005, p. 2), in which children are asked whether they would include each 
of their classmates in social activities, could reveal the extent to which children 
include their peers in the class community, hence the extent to which certain civic 
virtues are displayed in the classroom. Since weak or less skilled children in partic-
ular are frequently excluded (e.g. Bakker et al., 2007), their social integration can 
be taken as an indicator of solidarity in the classroom community. Children from 
ethnic minority backgrounds also tend to be marginalised in mixed classrooms (e.g. 
Jackson et al., 2006). Integration of children from ethnic minority backgrounds can 
be seen as an indicator of tolerance in the classroom community. Of course, ob-
serving group dynamics among students (e.g. on the playground) might provide 
even more information than just questionnaires.  
Future research, using (a combination of) questionnaires and observations, 
could provide some evidence of the effects of teachers’ actions on the virtue devel-
opment of individual children and the class’s development towards a solidary, 
tolerant and just community.  
 
 
7.3 Suggestions for teacher training and teacher education  
 
The final section of this chapter presents some suggestions for educational practice. 
Throughout this study we have explored how teachers can be trained (in-service 
training) or educated (pre-service teacher education) in citizenship and which areas 
require special attention. We consider recommendations for teacher training and 
teacher education in four areas.  
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7.3.1 Design principles for teacher training and teacher education  
in this domain 
We have argued that the reflective processes needed to help teachers become aware 
of what they do and why they do it are best stimulated outside the hectic context of 
the classroom (see Chapter 6). Team meetings would preferably form the principal 
context for such learning processes to encourage interactive learning and dialogue 
(cf. Garet et al., 2001; Penuel et al., 2007; Richardson, 1998; Richardson & Placier, 
2001) and to emphasise the role of the school community (Beauchamp & Thomas, 
2009; Korthagen, 2010). The findings of Chapter 6 suggest two further directions 
to design teacher training activities that improve (prospective) teachers’ qualities to 
provide citizenship education. First, it seems important to focus on one or two 
goals that are appealing and relevant to the participants (cf. Korthagen, 2010, 
p. 104). This is especially relevant in in-service teacher training, because in that 
situation time is usually limited. In pre-service teacher education there may be 
more time to pay attention to all goals over a number of years. Second, it seems 
advisable to use a flexible programme design that allows for in-depth discussion 
and reflection (cf. Korthagen, 2010, p. 104; Wang, 2010). Non-standardised pro-
grammes adapted to the needs of schools and (prospective) teachers are more likely 
to have the intended effect. Teachers are more likely to feel motivated to participate 
in team meetings and to practise their new insights in the context of their class-
rooms (cf. Hopkins & Reynolds, 2001).  
However, this applies only if schools and teachers are aware of, and agree 
with, the underlying virtue-ethical approach and the normative framework. A vir-
tue-ethical approach to citizenship education will only appeal to teachers who are 
truly willing to connect citizenship education with moral education, focusing on the 
person of the teacher and with due regard to the school’s identity. If they are not 
open to this approach, such a programme is likely to fail. 
This means that teacher trainers and teacher educators play a crucial role. They 
should be open to the needs of the school and (prospective) teachers, be able to 
select interventions based on these needs, and be able to link (virtue-ethical) theory 
with teachers’ concrete practice (cf. Korthagen, 2010, p. 104). When advisors, 
trainers and educators possess these qualities, they are presumably more likely to 
offer an interesting, relevant and effective programme for (prospective) teachers.  
 
7.3.2 Civic virtue modelling behaviour of teachers  
According to virtue-ethical theory teachers’ civic virtue modelling behaviour has a 
major influence on students’ civic virtue development. Teachers who display the 
virtues of justice, tolerance and solidarity in their approach to and interaction with 
their students inspire them to internalise these virtues. This is why we maintain that 
teachers should be stimulated to reflect on the extent to which they show these 
virtues in their classrooms so as to discover in which situations they do not act 
justly, tolerantly or solidarily towards their students, and to improve their behaviour 
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accordingly. Teachers also need to become aware of occasions when they do dis-
play justice, tolerance and solidarity, so they can share the underlying reasons with 
their students. Student questionnaires like the one used in Chapter 3 can provide 
teachers with information about how they are perceived by their students. Thus 
they could form a picture of their own modelling behaviour. 
In this study students by and large rated their teachers highly on the virtues of 
justice and solidarity, but less highly on the virtue of tolerance. The virtue of toler-
ance (from a Catholic perspective) may require more of teachers than the other two 
virtues. As we consider it important for students to see tolerance in their teacher’s 
behaviour, teachers have to make an effort to demonstrate this virtue. The results of 
this study show that the modelling of tolerance calls for special attention in teacher 
training and teacher education. Teacher trainers and teacher educators may need to 
encourage teachers to reflect on their modelling behaviour of this particular virtue.  
 
7.3.3 Moral classroom conversations about citizenship issues  
Moral classroom conversations about citizenship issues are important for students’ 
civic virtue development. In these conversations students learn to think about their 
views, feelings, attitudes and behaviour, thus gaining insight into the moral person 
they are and the moral person they want to be. In Chapter 4 we developed a virtue-
ethical model that can help teachers to arrange their moral classroom conversations. 
Examining conversations according to the criteria of the model can make teachers 
aware of their own moral didactic repertoires − their strengths as well as their con-
straints and limitations. 
On the basis of this study we would say that most teachers are used to asking 
questions about opinions and behaviour and to make non-motivated moral state-
ments. These two types of utterances are considered relevant to the virtue develop-
ment of students. But there are other relevant utterances that teachers are less in-
clined to use. First, they do not ask many ‘why’-questions. Yet these questions are 
important, because they help students to learn to account for their opinions and to 
give sensible reasons for their actions (cf. Sprod, 2001). Second, most teachers do 
not ask many questions to stimulate emotional involvement. From a virtue-ethical 
perspective, however, emotions do matter. Teachers who encourage students’ emo-
tional involvement can teach them to be empathic and to care about being good. 
Third, most teachers rarely make motivated moral statements. These statements are 
necessary to teach students why a particular opinion, emotion or action can be 
called virtuous (Nucci, 2001; Sprod, 2001).  
If the results of this study are representative of teachers in Catholic primary 
education, then teacher trainers and teacher educators need to pay special attention 
to the aforementioned types of utterances in moral classroom conversations. Teach-
er trainers and teacher educators should encourage teachers to be mindful of these 
utterances and to use them in moral classroom conversations. 
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7.3.4 Communication about moral beliefs and values 
In virtue-ethical theory the teacher constitutes a moral example whose comments 
and explanations may inspire and encourage students to reflect on their own ideas 
and beliefs. This means that teachers should stand for their moral beliefs and val-
ues, and should be motivated to explain and defend them. However, the study 
shows that teachers tend not to do so. Firstly, teachers’ images of their own behav-
iour do not always match the perceptions of their students, possibly implying that 
teachers seldom explain the reasons, emotions and desires underlying their every-
day decisions (see Chapter 3). Secondly, most teachers keep silent in moral class-
room conversations: they do not talk much about their own beliefs regarding citi-
zenship and the civic virtues they seek to cultivate (see Chapter 5). These results 
indicate that some teachers are not used to discussing moral issues with their stu-
dents. As Klaassen (2002) points out, they might feel uncertain and lack the lan-
guage to do so. 
A first step to help teachers to overcome their personal obstacles might be to 
get them to share their moral beliefs, values and attitudes, their moral practices, and 
their problems and issues in the classroom with their colleagues. According to 
Klaassen (2002) this does not occur on a regular basis in schools. One of the ad-
vantages of the training programme in our study is that it stimulates teachers to 
engage in conversation with each other.  
Finally, (prospective) teachers should be encouraged to pay attention to moral 
beliefs and values in their classrooms, and to talk openly and honestly about their 
moral beliefs and values with their students. Modelling, for example, could be 
made more effective by means of so-called ‘meta-comments’, in which teachers 
verbalise their feelings and explain to students what choices they make, and why 
(Wood & Geddis, 1999, cf. Sanderse, 2012, p. 135). Explanations and justifications 
can help students to better understand the modelling behaviour of their teacher, and 
possibly to be inspired by it.  
 
 
7.4 Final comment 
 
A virtue-ethical approach to citizenship education offers a robust, lifelike picture of 
what education in good citizenship means. In the course of this study we received 
several enthusiastic reactions from school principals, managers of school organisa-
tions and involved school advisors about this alternative way of looking at the 
goals, pedagogy and content of citizenship education. The virtue-ethical approach 
seems to appeal to schools as an alternative to formal, instrumental and/or confined 
approaches, or negative approaches that focus only on students’ behavioural prob-
lems. 
In the present study we applied a virtue-ethical approach to Catholic schools. 
One of the advantages of choosing this educational context is that Catholicism has 
a historical connection with virtue ethics. Since medieval times Aristotle’s virtue 
ethics has been included in Christian thinking (Leijen, 1998; Porter, 2005). Accord-
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ing to Spohn (2005) the Bible gives reasons for a virtue-ethical approach, because 
it often refers to the formation of personal identity and vigour. Because of these 
historical links the virtue-ethical approach might be especially appealing to Catho-
lic (or Christian) schools. 
However, we do not want to suggest that a virtue-ethical approach will only 
appeal to Catholics or to Catholic schools. A virtue-ethical approach can also be 
appealing and suitable for other schools if they want to mould students’ characters. 
First, it might appeal to other religious schools, since these usually have a strong 
normative framework and a close connection with their tradition and community 
(see Chapter 5). Secondly, the approach could appeal to public schools. Although a 
virtue-ethical approach implies choosing a particular normative framework, Carr 
(2006) points out that such a framework does not have to be religiously founded. A 
public school might adopt a virtue-ethical approach using a normative framework 
based on humanism or on specific cultural values. So the general pedagogy of a 
virtue-ethical approach could appeal to many kinds of schools. What is more, even 
the specific content of the virtue-ethical approach that was focal in this study (defi-
nitions and interpretations of the three civic virtues) will probably not appeal only 
to Catholic schools. Our community-centred approach might be shared by schools 
with different religious affiliations (Protestant, Hindu, Jewish, Islamic) or public 
schools (based on a humanistic concept). We are not saying that religions and 
worldviews do not differ on the content of virtues. What we say is that there is a 
basis for mutual support and exchange when schools opt for a community-centred, 
virtue-ethical approach.  
The empirical research for this study was conducted in 2009-2010. Since then 
we have had time to apply the findings to develop new products (didactic tools, 
instruments, methods, materials, guidelines, etc.) for Dutch Catholic primary edu-
cation. In our experience these products are better suited to the needs and practices 
of Dutch Catholic schools than earlier ones and the first signals from the education-
al field are also positive. In future the virtue-ethical approach can also be applied to 
other schools so teachers in those schools can be offered a comprehensive, positive 
and substantial approach to citizenship education as an alternative to dominant 
forms of citizenship education that focus only on formal skills and knowledge. 
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8.   Samenvatting [Dutch Summary] 
 
Burgerschapsdeugden stimuleren bij leerlingen:  
Een exploratief onderzoek in het Nederlands katholiek 
basisonderwijs 
 
Probleemstelling 
 
Sinds het begin van de jaren ’90 is de interesse voor burgerschapsvorming sterk 
toegenomen in de Westerse wereld. Deze toegenomen interesse kan worden 
verklaard door te wijzen op bepaalde ontwikkelingen in de samenleving, zoals 
verhoogde spanningen tussen culturele groepen en probleemgedrag van met name 
jongeren. Dergelijke problemen laat zien dat de kwaliteit van een Westerse 
liberaal-democratische multiculturele samenleving niet alleen afhangt van haar 
systemen en instituties, maar ook van de eigenschappen van haar burgers. Burgers 
zouden in staat en gemotiveerd moeten zijn om bij te dragen aan de kwaliteit van 
die samenleving. Ze moeten zich bijvoorbeeld inzetten voor sociale cohesie en 
democratie. Zonder betrokkenheid van burgers worden samenlevingen lastig te 
besturen, of zelfs instabiel.  
Scholen zijn een belangrijke factor in het stimuleren van de kennis, 
vaardigheden en attitudes van toekomstige burgers. De school zou wel eens de 
beste plek kunnen zijn om te leren wat goed burgerschap betekent, omdat zij de 
enige formele institutie is waar jongeren ten minste tien jaar van hun leven 
doorbrengen, en waar zij mensen ontmoeten met andere achtergronden dan zijzelf. 
In Nederland erkennen de meeste scholen voor basis- en voortgezet onderwijs het 
stimuleren van goed burgerschap als een belangrijke taak. Toch wijst internationaal 
vergelijkend onderzoek erop dat Nederlandse leerlingen minder weten van 
democratie en sociale cohesie dan leerlingen in veel andere landen. Bovendien zijn 
Nederlandse leerlingen minder geneigd om een bijdrage te leveren aan de kwaliteit 
van de samenleving. Ze zijn minder bereid om actief onderdeel uit te maken van 
hun gemeenschap door bijvoorbeeld vrijwilligerswerk te doen of inzet te tonen 
voor mensenrechten- of milieuorganisaties. Leerlingen in Nederland zijn bovendien 
veel sceptischer over gelijke rechten voor vreemdelingen dan de gemiddelde 
Europese leerling.  
Deze bevindingen sluiten aan bij de problemen die op veel Nederlandse 
scholen worden ervaren. Volgens de jaarlijkse rapporten van de Onderwijsinspectie 
uit 2008 en 2009 ervaart 20% van alle Nederlandse scholen obstakels als het gaat 
om burgerschapsvorming. Eén van die obstakels houdt in dat de inhoud van 
burgerschapsvorming niet goed wordt begrepen. De Nederlandse overheid moedigt 
scholen aan om hun eigen doelen en inhouden te definiëren als het gaat om 
burgerschapsvorming, maar scholen vinden het blijkbaar lastig om dat te doen. 
Concepties van goed burgerschap hangen ten slotte samen met morele opvattingen 
en waarden, die vaak verborgen en onuitgesproken blijven. Een ander obstakel is 
dat de pedagogisch-didactische vormgeving van burgerschapsvorming niet 
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duidelijk is. Veel Nederlandse scholen hebben geen coherent curriculum op dit 
gebied: goed burgerschap wordt gestimuleerd in ad hoc activiteiten en projecten. 
Veel leerkrachten weten niet goed hoe ze met de burgerschapsvormende taak 
moeten omgaan. Burgerschapsvorming lijkt voor hen een extra taak bovenop het 
takenpakket dat ze al hebben, een taak die hen confronteert met de grote problemen 
van de samenleving (geweld, terrorisme, racisme), waar ze zich niet verant-
woordelijk voor voelen en die van hen vraagt om probleemgedrag bij leerlingen 
steeds maar weer te corrigeren. Dit is geen benadering die leerkrachten aanspreekt. 
In het onderwijs bestaat daarom een voorkeur voor een benadering die burger-
schapsvorming verbindt met datgene dat leerkrachten al doen in hun scholen en 
klassen. Daarbij wordt tevens gezocht naar een benadering die breed is (gericht op 
de ontwikkeling van burgerschap bij alle kinderen) en positief (uitgaande van de 
potentiële kansen en kwaliteiten van leerlingen). Deze behoeften van het 
onderwijsveld waren aanleiding voor onderhavige studie. 
 
 
Theoretisch kader en doelen 
 
Het algemene doel van deze studie is leerkrachten te helpen om hun burgerschaps-
vormende taak te vervullen – in andere woorden, om leerkrachten te helpen om 
kinderen te stimuleren om verantwoordelijke burgers te worden die gemotiveerd zijn 
om een bijdrage aan de samenleving te leveren. Daartoe wordt in deze studie een 
specifieke benadering voor burgerschapsvorming voorgesteld, namelijk een 
deugdethische benadering, die expliciet een verbinding maakt tussen burgerschaps-
vorming en morele vorming. Het cultiveren van goed burgerschap wordt daarmee 
een deel van het cultiveren van de identiteit en het karakter van een persoon. Vanuit 
een deugdethisch gezichtspunt worden de doelen van burgerschapsvorming 
omschreven in termen van burgerschapsdeugden (attitudes die een burger in staat 
stellen om een bijdrage te leveren aan de samenleving). Deze deugden, zoals 
rechtvaardigheid, tolerantie en solidariteit, vormen de inhoud van burgerschaps-
vorming. Wat betreft de pedagogisch-didactische vormgeving van burgerschaps-
vorming sluit een deugdethische benadering aan bij de behoefte van leerkrachten aan 
een positieve, brede benadering. Burgerschapsdeugden worden positief geformu-
leerd, wat betekent dat ze van toepassing zijn op alle leerlingen, niet alleen de 
leerlingen met een gedragsprobleem. Bovendien wordt burgerschapsvorming niet 
gezien als een extra taak, maar als een taak die geïntegreerd is in allerlei dagelijkse 
activiteiten in de klas (niet (alleen) in specifieke lessen “burgerschapsvorming”, maar 
in allerlei soorten gesprekken, sociale activiteiten, vieringen, excursies, geschiedenis, 
filosofie – en ook in hoe de leerkracht in gesprek gaat met leerlingen in vakken als 
bijvoorbeeld taal en rekenen). In deze studie worden de kwaliteiten bestudeerd die 
leerkrachten in het katholiek basisonderwijs nodig hebben om uitvoering te geven 
aan hun burgerschapsvormende taak. Met deze studie wilden wij kennis vergaren 
over (1) hoe leerkrachten in het basisonderwijs burgerschapsdeugden in leerlingen 
kunnen stimuleren, (2) de mate waarin zij dit al doen, en (3) hoe dit verbeterd kan 
worden door een trainingsprogramma voor leerkrachten. 
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Methodologie 
  
Onderhavig onderzoek werd uitgevoerd binnen het IKO: Kenniscentrum voor 
identiteit en kwaliteit. Het IKO doet wetenschappelijk onderzoek in dienst van het 
katholiek basisonderwijs in Nederland (ongeveer een derde van alle Nederlandse 
scholen). Om op empirische wijze inzicht te krijgen in de kwaliteiten van 
leerkrachten in deze scholen hebben we in de herfst van 2009 data verzameld bij 
ruim 200 leerkrachten (groep 1 t/m 8) van 20 katholieke basisscholen. Vanuit al 
deze scholen was er interesse om meer te leren over burgerschapsvorming en hun 
eigen kwaliteiten, kansen en uitdagingen in beeld te brengen, maar de helft (10 
scholen) was ook bereid om deel te nemen aan een intensieve leerkrachttraining in 
burgerschap. In het schooljaar 2009-2010 volgden deze 10 scholen een dergelijk 
programma. Om de effecten van het programma te onderzoeken, werden deze 
participerende scholen vergeleken met de 10 overige scholen, die niet parti-
cipeerden.  
 
 
Onderzoeksvragen en resultaten 
 
Om inzicht te krijgen in de implicaties van een deugdethische benadering voor de 
onderwijspraktijk, was onze eerste onderzoeksvraag: Hoe zouden, vanuit een 
deugdethisch perspectief, inhoud en pedagogisch-didactische vormgeving van 
burgerschapsvorming eruit moeten zien in het katholiek basisonderwijs? In 
hoofdstuk 1 en 2 hebben wij een beeld geschetst van de inhoud van burger-
schapsvorming die zou kunnen passen bij het normatieve kader van katholieke 
scholen. In hoofdstuk 1 hebben we drie burgerschapsdeugden (rechtvaardigheid, 
tolerantie en solidariteit) gepresenteerd, en we hebben deze gedefinieerd en 
geoperationaliseerd vanuit een gemeenschapsgericht en actief perspectief, dat 
geïnspireerd was door het katholiek sociaal denken. In hoofdstuk 2 hebben we de 
vraag geëxploreerd of religieuze scholen eigenlijk wel een bijdrage kunnen leveren 
aan de vorming van burgerschapsdeugden van leerlingen. Religieuze scholen 
worden tenslotte nog wel eens gezien als plaatsen waarin leerlingen niet goed leren 
om te gaan met leerlingen van andere religieuze en culturele achtergronden. Door 
in hoofdstuk 2 de deugd van tolerantie uit te werken voor de context van de 
katholieke school, is duidelijk geworden dat het in elk geval in theorie mogelijk is 
dat katholieke scholen een positieve en waardevolle bijdrage leveren aan de 
burgerschapsvorming van leerlingen. Vanuit de deugdethische literatuur kwamen 
we vervolgens tot vier deugdethische aspecten, die gezien kunnen worden als 
handreikingen met betrekking tot de pedagogisch-didactische vormgeving van 
burgerschapsvorming:  
(1) De school (regels, cultuur, organisatie) is een gemeenschap die goed 
burgerschap in leerlingen stimuleert. 
(2) De school biedt een breedheid aan activiteiten en situaties aan waarin leerlingen 
kunnen oefenen in goed burgerschap 
(3) Leerkrachten zijn voorbeelden van goed burgerschap voor hun leerlingen. 
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(4) Leerkrachten organiseren morele klasgesprekken waarin leerlingen worden 
aangemoedigd om na te denken over wat goed burgerschap betekent en hoe zij 
zelf goede burgers kunnen zijn. 
Deze vier aspecten verwijzen naar de belangrijkste kwaliteiten die scholen en 
leerkrachten nodig hebben om vanuit een deugdethische benadering invulling te 
geven aan burgerschapsvorming. De onderhavige studie richtte zich op de twee 
aspecten die op leerkrachtniveau zijn geformuleerd: het voorbeeldgedrag van de 
leerkracht (aspect 3) en de manier waarop de leerkracht morele klasgesprekken 
over burgerschapsonderwerpen organiseert (aspect 4). Deze twee aspecten kunnen 
worden gezien als burgerschapsbevorderend handelen van leerkrachten, terwijl de 
andere twee aspecten (1 en 2) verwijzen naar kenmerken van de schoolcontext en 
het curriculum.  
Door op deze manier inhoud en pedagogisch-didactische vormgeving voor 
katholieke basisscholen te formuleren, hebben we leerkrachten voorzien van een 
richting om burgerschapsvorming op een aantrekkelijke manier aan hun leerlingen 
aan te bieden. We mogen aannemen dat leerkrachten in het katholiek basis-
onderwijs niet erg bekend zijn met de specifieke uitgangspunten van een 
deugdethische benadering. Dat hoeft echter niet te betekenen dat deze leerkrachten 
geen aandacht besteden aan morele en burgerschapsvorming, of zelfs dat zij niet 
aan bepaalde deugdethische criteria kunnen voldoen. Ze hebben tenslotte al 
bepaalde opvattingen over burgerschap, ze organiseren bepaalde praktijken in hun 
klassen, en ze handelen op een bepaalde manier, hoewel dat misschien redelijk 
intuïtief of onbewust gebeurt. Van de andere kant kunnen leerkrachten bepaalde 
kwaliteiten missen, of tekortschieten als het gaat om bepaalde handelingen. Om 
inzicht te krijgen in de huidige praktijken van leerkrachten, stelden we onze tweede 
onderzoeksvraag: In welke mate laten leerkrachten in het katholiek basisonderwijs 
bepaalde burgerschapsopvattingen en bepaalde vormen van burgerschaps-
bevorderend gedrag (i.e. voorbeeldgedrag, morele klasgesprekken) zien? Om deze 
vraag te kunnen beantwoorden hebben we de eerdergenoemde data van ruim 200 
leerkrachten van 20 katholieke basisscholen gebruikt. Omdat dit de eerste empi-
rische studie is waarin deugdethiek expliciet wordt verbonden met burgerschaps-
vorming, was deze studie ook gericht op de ontwikkeling van meetinstrumenten 
met betrekking tot drie soorten variabelen: (1) de morele opvattingen over 
burgerschap van leerkrachten, (2) hun voorbeeldgedrag met betrekking tot de 
burgerschapsdeugden, en (3) hun aanpak in morele klasgesprekken over burger-
schapsonderwerpen. Al deze meetinstrumenten zijn betrouwbaar en valide 
gebleken, wat gezien kan worden als een eerste belangrijke resultaat van deze 
studie.  
Het voorbeeldgedrag van de leerkracht kwam in hoofdstuk 3 aan bod. Dat 
hoofdstuk focuste op de drie deugden van goed burgerschap: rechtvaardigheid, 
tolerantie en solidariteit. Het doel was om te exploreren in hoeverre leerkrachten als 
een voorbeeld van deze drie deugden gezien kunnen worden. Vragenlijsten werden 
ontwikkeld voor zowel leerlingen als leerkrachten. Factoranalyses lieten zien dat 
deze drie deugden empirisch onderscheiden konden worden in leerkrachtgedrag. In 
dit hoofdstuk vonden we dat de samenhang tussen de antwoorden van leerkrachten 
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en de antwoorden van hun leerlingen over het algemeen laag was: een significante 
correlatie werd alleen gevonden als het gaat om rechtvaardigheid. De resultaten van 
dit hoofdstuk suggereren wel dat de meeste leerkrachten in potentie functioneren 
als een voorbeeld van rechtvaardigheid en solidariteit. Zowel volgens henzelf als 
volgens hun leerlingen laten zij vaak gedrag zien dat past bij deze twee deugden. 
Dit betekent dat zij leerlingen kunnen inspireren om deze twee deugden ook te 
internaliseren. De deugd van tolerantie blijkt minder zichtbaar in het gedrag van 
leerkrachten, in elk geval volgens de beoordeling van de leerlingen.  
De morele klasgesprekken over burgerschapgerelateerde onderwerpen stonden 
centraal in hoofdstuk 4. In dat hoofdstuk werd beargumenteerd dat, vanuit een 
deugdethisch perspectief, drie aspecten van de leerkrachtrol in klasgesprekken van 
primair belang zijn. Deze aspecten komen voort uit de deugdethische aanname dat 
het ontwikkelen van deugden te maken heeft met het stimuleren van morele 
verstandigheid (aspect 1) en emotionele betrokkenheid (aspect 2) in dienst van een 
normatief ideaal van deugdzaamheid (aspect 3). De morele verstandigheid van 
leerlingen kunnen leerkrachten stimuleren door leerlingen te vragen naar hun 
morele redenen en gedrag, en de redenen daarvoor. De emotionele betrokkenheid 
van leerlingen kunnen leerkrachten stimuleren door inlevingsvragen te stellen en te 
vragen naar de eigen ervaringen van leerlingen. Het begeleiden van leerlingen naar 
een normatief ideaal van deugdzaamheid kan door middel van ‘morele statements’ 
waarin de leerkracht zijn eigen morele waarden en opvattingen laat zien en toelicht. 
In hoofdstuk 4 werd onderzocht in hoeverre het mogelijk was om deze elementen te 
herkennen in morele klasgesprekken over burgerschapsonderwerpen, om op die 
manier de kwaliteit van deze klasgesprekken in beeld te kunnen brengen. De 
kwalitatieve analyse van de leerkrachtuitingen in vier morele klasgesprekken liet 
zien dat dit mogelijk is. Deze resultaten laten ook zien dat kwantificaties van deze 
leerkrachtuitingen gebruikt kunnen worden om grotere verzamelingen van klasge-
sprekken te vergelijken en om relaties met andere variabelen te onderzoeken. Dit 
hebben we dan ook gedaan in hoofdstuk 5 en 6. Hier vonden we dat bepaalde 
relevante uitingen vaak voorkomen in morele klasgesprekken. Leerkrachten stellen 
bijvoorbeeld vaak vragen over de morele meningen en gedragingen van leerlingen, 
en ze uiten vaak morele statements, maar meestal zonder enige vorm van morele 
motivatie.  Dezelfde hoofdstukken laten ook veelvoorkomende moeilijkheden van 
leerkrachten zien: ze gebruiken weinig “waarom”-vragen, ze gebruiken weinig 
vragen om de emotionele betrokkenheid van leerlingen te stimuleren, en ze geven 
weinig uitleg en redenen. Toch zijn die laatste soorten van leerkrachtuitingen ook 
erg belangrijk om de ontwikkeling van deugden bij leerlingen ten volle te 
stimuleren (zie hoofdstuk 4).  
In hoofdstuk 5 stonden ook de burgerschapsopvattingen van de leerkrachten 
centraal. In dat hoofdstuk werden de morele opvattingen over burgerschap 
onderzocht, in relatie tot hun voorbeeldgedrag en de manier waarop zij morele 
klasgesprekken organiseerden. Daarbij is ook gekeken naar de mate waarin de 
burgerschapsopvattingen van leerkrachten samenhingen met hun religieuze achter-
grond. We ontdekten dat de meeste leerkrachten zich goed thuis voelen bij een 
gemeenschapgericht en actief perspectief op burgerschap. De verschillen tussen de 
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leerkrachten waren redelijk klein en bleken weinig te maken te hebben met hun 
religieuze zelfdefinitie of hun kerkbetrokkenheid. Een gemeenschapsgericht 
perspectief lijkt breed gedragen te worden in het katholiek onderwijs. Wel hebben 
we gezien dat leerkrachten niet automatisch hun opvattingen ook delen met hun 
leerlingen. Vanuit een deugdethisch gezichtspunt zouden ze echter niet bang 
moeten zijn om dit te doen. Vanuit hun morele vormingstaak, in het bijzonder in 
confessionele scholen, zouden zij hun morele opvattingen en waarden moeten 
benoemen en uitleggen.  
Op basis van deze resultaten kunnen we concluderen dat er zeker bepaalde 
praktijken in het katholiek basisonderwijs zijn die de potentie hebben om de 
ontwikkeling van deugden bij leerlingen te stimuleren. Tegelijkertijd zien we ook 
mogelijkheden voor verbetering. Vanuit de cognitief-psychologische assumptie dat 
leerkrachten uiteindelijk hun gedrag verbeteren wanneer zij zich bewust worden 
van, en reflecteren op, wat zij doen en waarom zij dat eigenlijk doen hebben wij 
een trainingsprogramma voor leerkrachten ontwikkeld om dit te stimuleren. Dit 
programma is uitgevoerd op enkele scholen onder begeleiding van identiteits-
begeleiders, een special soort onderwijsadviseurs in de Nederlandse context. 
Identiteitsbegeleiders werken gewoonlijk ten behoeve van het confessioneel 
basisonderwijs, en houden zich in het bijzonder bezig met onderwerpen die 
verbonden zijn met religie, moraliteit en de identiteit van de school. Onze derde 
onderzoeksvraag luidde: In welke mate kunnen de burgerschapsopvattingen en het 
burgerschapsbevorderend gedrag van leerkrachten worden bevorderd door middel 
van een leerkrachttraining door identiteitsbegeleiders?  
In hoofdstuk 6 hebben we de ontwikkeling en uitvoering van het trainings-
programma beschreven. Algemeen doel van het programma was om leerkrachten 
bekend te maken met de inhoud en de pedagogisch-didactische vormgeving van 
een deugdethische benadering van burgerschapsvorming, en om hun kwaliteiten en 
vaardigheden op dit gebied te verbeteren. De volgende principes (die zowel 
gebaseerd waren op huidige begeleidingspraktijken als onderwijskundige literatuur 
en de theoretische uitgangspunten van de deugdethiek) waren leidraad: (a) team 
bijeenkomsten als de centrale leercontext, (b) een substantiële tijdsinvestering, (c) 
aandacht voor reflectie op de identiteit en praktijken van de leerkracht, (d) 
interactief leren en dialoog, en (e) een duidelijke verbinding met situaties en 
activiteiten in de klas en de school. Na ontwikkeling is dit programma in het 
schooljaar 2009-2010 getest. Daarbij stonden de variabelen uit hoofdstuk 3 tot en 
met 5 centraal: de opvattingen van leerkrachten over burgerschap, hun voorbeeld-
gedrag, en de manier waarop zij hun morele klasgesprekken organiseren.  
Helaas was het programma niet erg succesvol. Op de opvattingen van 
leerkrachten over burgerschap, hun voorbeeldgedrag en de manier waarop zij hun 
morele klasgesprekken organiseren bleek het programma niet of nauwelijks effect 
te hebben. Ook de schriftelijke evaluaties van de deelnemende leerkrachten zelf 
leiden niet overtuigend tot de conclusie dat het programma veel waarde en 
relevantie voor de hen had. Deze resultaten stimuleerden ons om te reflecteren op 
de ontwerpprincipes voor training programma’s waarin de (morele) identiteit van 
leerkrachten centraal staat. Een belangrijke conclusie van deze studie is dat het 
125 
gestandaardiseerde onderzoeksontwerp dat we hebben gebruikt niet goed paste bij 
de assumpties die de basis waren van de training. In een trainingsprogramma 
waarin de identiteit van de leerkracht centraal staat lijkt het beter om een meer 
open, flexibele benadering te kiezen.  
 
Suggesties voor verder onderzoek 
 
Omdat deze studie plaatsvond binnen een veld dat tot nog toe niet empirisch 
bestudeerd is (burgerschapsvorming vanuit een deugdethisch perspectief bezien), 
had het een exploratief karakter. We hebben ons slechts gericht op twee van de vier 
aspecten die we in hoofdstuk 1 en 2 hebben onderscheiden. Deze twee aspecten 
(voorbeeldgedrag en morele klasgesprekken) verwijzen naar kwaliteiten van 
leerkrachten. De andere twee aspecten (de school als gemeenschap en oefen-
activiteiten en –situaties), die geformuleerd zijn op het niveau van de school, vielen 
buiten deze studie. Toekomstig onderzoek moet meer inzicht geven in de mate 
waarin deze aspecten een plaats hebben op scholen, en de mate waarin alle vier de 
aspecten met elkaar samenhangen. 
We hebben ook nog geen alomvattend beeld gekregen van de kwaliteiten van 
leerkrachten met betrekking tot burgerschapsvorming. In hoofdstuk 7 zijn we 
ingegaan op de zaken die we nog niet weten en waarvoor vervolgonderzoek nodig 
is. We hebben beargumenteerd dat de kwaliteit van leerkrachten bestaat uit de 
volgende, met elkaar gerelateerde, aspecten: (1) leerkrachtkenmerken, (2) besluit-
vormingsprocessen, (3) handelingen en (4) effecten op leerlingen. Alleen wanneer 
al deze aspecten worden meegenomen is het mogelijk om een compleet beeld van 
de kwaliteiten van leerkrachten te krijgen.  
Hoewel de huidige studie enig inzicht heeft gegeven in leerkrachtkenmerken 
(bijvoorbeeld hun religieuze zelfdefinitie in relatie tot hun opvattingen over 
burgerschap), stonden in deze studie toch vooral de handelingen van leerkrachten 
centraal. We hebben inzicht gekregen in de voorbeeldgedrag van leerkrachten en in 
de manier waarop zij morele klasgesprekken organiseren. Om in vervolgonderzoek 
een completer beeld te krijgen van de kwaliteiten van leerkrachten, zouden de 
andere aspecten ook moeten worden meegenomen. Als het gaat om leerkracht-
kenmerken zouden bijvoorbeeld leerkrachtvaardigheden, morele emoties, neigin-
gen, verlangens en opvattingen over morele en burgerschapsvorming relevant 
kunnen zijn. Als het gaat om besluitvormingsprocessen zouden de redenen van 
waaruit leerkrachten bepaalde handelingen doen van belang kunnen zijn, evenals 
de mate waarin leerkrachten zich van deze redenen bewust zijn. Als het gaat om 
effecten op leerlingen is het van belang om inzicht te krijgen in de invloed die 
leerkrachten hebben op de deugdenontwikkeling van leerlingen, en op de ontwik-
keling van de klas naar een rechtvaardige, tolerante en solidaire gemeenschap. 
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Suggesties voor leerkrachttrainers en -opleiders 
 
In deze studie hebben we meer geleerd over hoe leerkrachten getraind en opgeleid 
zouden kunnen worden als het gaat om burgerschapsvorming, en welke gebieden 
extra aandacht nodig zouden hebben. In hoofdstuk 7 deden we vier aanbevelingen: 
Maak gebruik van programma’s met niet te veel doelen, een vrij en open 
ontwerp, en een losse planning, en sluit aan bij specifieke vragen en behoeften van 
individuele leerkrachten en teams. In dit soort programma’s zullen leerkrachten 
zich eerder gemotiveerd voelen om deel te nemen aan teambijeenkomsten, en om 
nieuwe inzichten te oefenen in de context van hun klas. Daarbij is het wel 
belangrijk dat trainers en opleiders open staan voor de behoeften van scholen en 
leerkrachten, dat zij in staat zijn om werkvormen en activiteiten te kiezen op basis 
van die behoeften, en in staat zijn om op concrete wijze een koppeling te maken 
tussen (deugdethische) theorie en de praktijken van leerkrachten.  
Geef leerkrachten inzicht in hun voorbeeldgedrag: besteed speciale aandacht 
aan tolerantie. Door leerkrachten te laten reflecteren op de mate waarin zij 
bepaalde deugden in de klas laten zien, kunnen zij niet alleen ontdekken wanneer 
zij deze deugden juist niet tot uiting laten komen, maar ook wanneer zij dit juist 
wel doen, zodat zij de onderliggende redenen kunnen delen met hun leerlingen. 
Leerlingvragenlijsten zoals gebruikt in deze studie kunnen helpen om hier inzicht 
in te krijgen. De deugd tolerantie verdient hierbij extra aandacht omdat 
leerkrachten (volgens hun leerlingen) deze deugd minder laten zien dan de deugden 
rechtvaardigheid en solidariteit. 
Geef leerkrachten inzicht in hun morele klasgesprekken: besteed speciale 
aandacht aan “waarom”-vragen, vragen om emotionele betrokkenheid te stimu-
leren, en gemotiveerde morele statements. Door leerkrachten hun eigen morele 
klasgesprekken onder de loep te laten nemen met behulp van het in deze studie 
geïntroduceerde model, kunnen zij zich bewust worden van hun kwaliteiten, maar 
ook hun kansen en uitdagingen. Als de resultaten van deze studie representatief zijn 
voor leerkrachten in het katholiek basisonderwijs, dan zouden leerkrachttrainers en 
–opleiders daarbij speciale aandacht moeten schenken aan “waarom”-vragen, 
vragen om de emotionele betrokkenheid van leerlingen te stimuleren, en gemo-
tiveerde morele statements. Het lijkt erop dat leerkrachten het minst geneigd zijn 
om deze typen van uitingen te gebruiken, hoewel deze uitingen wel relevant zijn 
voor het stimuleren van de deugdenontwikkeling van leerlingen. 
Moedig leerkrachten aan om hun morele opvattingen en waarden te delen, en 
erover te praten met hun leerlingen. De resultaten van deze studie lijken erop te 
wijzen dat leerkrachten niet zo geneigd zijn om hun eigen morele opvattingen en 
waarden uit te leggen en te verdedigen naar de leerlingen toe. Dit is echter wel 
belangrijk om leerlingen inzicht te geven in het waarom van bepaalde handelingen. 
Leerkrachttrainers en –opleiders zouden dit moeten stimuleren, zodat leerkrachten 
hun leerlingen uiteindelijk kunnen inspireren om de burgerschapsdeugden te 
ontwikkelen. 
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2007. Bulgarije en Roemenië treden toe tot de Europese Unie. Nederland krijgt 
voor het eerst een kabinet met de Christenunie. Geert Wilders wordt uitgeroepen tot 
Politicus van het Jaar. De Grote Donorshow van BNN doet veel stof opwaaien. In 
de Verenigde Staten komen diverse hypotheekbanken en andere financiële instel-
lingen in de problemen. Er wordt voor een naderende recessie gevreesd. In 
Diergaarde Blijdorp ontsnapt Gorilla Bokito en mishandelt een vrouw. Het woord 
“Bokitoproof” wordt vervolgens uitgeroepen tot woord van het jaar. In de bioscoop 
draaien Harry Potter and the Order of the Phoenix en Alles Is Liefde. In de 
hitlijsten staan Grace Kelly van Mika, Chasing Cars van Snow Patrol en Tranen 
Gelachen van Guus Meeuwis. 
2007. Ik begon aan de wandeling over de lange weg die bij een promotietraject 
hoort. Het was een kronkelige en hobbelige weg, maar wel één die me langs allerlei 
mooie en interessante stations leidde. En ondanks de hobbels heb ik ‘m al die jaren 
met veel plezier bewandeld. 
Toen ik dit dankwoord ging schrijven, dacht ik dat alle gebeurtenissen uit het 
nieuws van 2007 zouden klinken als uit een ver verleden. Maar eigenlijk lijkt het 
allemaal nog maar allemaal heel kort geleden. Dat geldt niet voor het begin van 
mijn promotie; dat lijkt als iets dat de vorige eeuw plaatsvond, zo rond de tijd dat 
de Titanic zonk. Ik heb zoveel gedaan in al die jaren, en zoveel mensen hebben 
daarin een aandeel gehad of een bijdrage geleverd. Nu is het – eindelijk – tijd om al 
deze personen te bedanken. 
Allereerst wil ik mijn ouders Marius en Gerie Willems bedanken voor hun 
blijvende interesse voor waar ik nu eigenlijk al die tijd mee bezig was. Ook al 
kenden ze het universiteitswereldje niet, ze hebben me altijd gesteund en zijn steeds 
trots op me geweest. Ik hoop en denk dat ze gaan genieten van de poppenkast die 
bij de promotie-plechtigheid hoort. 
Ook mijn broer Tom Willems en zijn vriendin Fiona Willems (met geheel 
toevallig dezelfde achternaam) dank ik voor hun interesse. Het is fijn om een broer 
te hebben waar het zo mee klikt, waar je van op aan kan en die aan een half woord 
genoeg heeft. Ik ben verheugd en trots dat ik straks oom zal mogen zijn van hun 
eerste kind. Hun genen een beetje kennende verwacht ik er heel wat van. 
Inge Peer wil ik bedanken omdat ze vier jaar lang mijn steun en toeverlaat is 
geweest. Het feit dat het uiteindelijk niet langer heeft mogen duren doet daar niets 
aan af. Zij mag in dit dankwoord zeker niet ontbreken. 
Een proefschrift schrijf je nooit alleen. Zonder mijn begeleiders was het nooit 
het product geworden dat het nu is. Het hebben van maar liefst drie begeleiders was 
een voorrecht. De levendige discussies die ontstonden tijdens onze overleg-
momenten heb ik altijd als een meerwaarde in het proces ervaren. Mijn promotor 
Chris Hermans dank ik voor het vertrouwen dat hij altijd in mij heeft gehad. Ik 
dank hem ook voor zijn creatieve ideeën, die af en toe wat wild waren, maar soms 
ook verrassend goed uitpakten. Mijn co-promotor Eddie Denessen dank ik voor de 
prettige gesprekken en zijn indrukwekkende onderwijskundige en methodologische 
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kennis. Ik kon bij hem altijd op kritische vragen en opmerkingen rekenen, maar die 
werden altijd op een motiverende manier gebracht. Omdat ik mijn onderwijskunde-
scriptie onder zijn begeleiding had geschreven, was ik erg blij dat hij uiteindelijk 
ook betrokken raakte bij mijn promotie-project. Die blijdschap heb ik altijd 
gehouden. De begeleiding van mijn co-promotor Paul Vermeer heb ik altijd 
ervaren als empathisch, betrokken en altijd relevant. Ik bewaar in het bijzonder 
warme herinneringen aan de persoonlijke gesprekken die we tijdens het etentje op 
Malta hadden, tijdens de EARLI SIG19-conferentie. 
In mijn werk heb ik me altijd deel gevoeld van een team, het team van het 
IKO. Maria Venhuizen wordt ook wel de “moeder van het IKO” genoemd, en dat is 
volledig terecht. Van het begin tot nu heeft ze steeds zorg gedragen voor een 
prettige en collegiale werksfeer. Ik dank haar ook voor alle praktische zaken die ze 
in al die jaren voor mij heeft geregeld, en ik weet dat dat er nog veel meer zijn dan 
ik me op dit moment besef. Mijn kamergenoot Jos van den Brand dank ik voor zijn 
gezelligheid en humor. Twee dagen in de week zaten we samen op onze werk-
kamer. Ik weet niet of dat de meest productieve dagen van de week waren, maar het 
waren in elk geval de meest gezellige. Als het gaat om kennis over slechte 
Nederlandstalige hits uit lang vervlogen tijden dan staat Jos op eenzame hoogte, en 
die liedjes kwamen dan ook regelmatig voorbij. Ik wens Jos heel veel succes met 
de laatste loodjes van zijn project. Theo van der Zee dank ik voor zijn betrok-
kenheid, geduld en hulpvaardigheid die vooral in de eindfase van het project tot 
uiting kwamen. Samen met Maria hebben we hard gewerkt om de inzichten die in 
mijn onderzoek zijn opgedaan te vertalen naar producten die relevant zijn voor de 
onderwijspraktijk. Dat heeft geresulteerd in de toolkit “Een STER in burgerschap” 
die sinds 2011 op enkele tientallen scholen werd en wordt gebruikt. Een klein 
bewijsje dat het resultaat van promoveren niet altijd alleen maar een proefschrift 
hoeft te zijn dat ergens op een plank stof staat te vangen. San van Eersel was een 
fijne collega met veel humor. Zijn harde niezen en mijn “gezondheid!” vanuit de 
aangrenzende kamer zijn een jarenlang ritueel geweest dat ik nu moet gaan missen. 
Hadewijch Wouters is mijn laatste nieuwe IKO-collega en was voor mij een erg 
welkome aanwinst. Niet alleen heb ik bewondering voor haar praktisch inzicht en 
de manier waarop ze met leerkrachtenteams weet te werken, ik heb ook de 
persoonlijke gesprekken met haar altijd erg gewaardeerd. Hoe druk ze het ook had, 
ik kon altijd bij haar binnenlopen voor een praatje. En ik moet zeggen, ze had zelf 
ook altijd wel wat interessants te vertellen. Een aantal collega’s hebben in de loop 
der jaren het IKO verlaten, maar ook hen wil ik danken voor de fijne werksfeer. 
Het gaat om Sara Michielsen, Jos Roemer, en als laatste Joost Dupont, die me elke 
keer weer vroeg hoe het toch met de deugden was. 
Met Mijke Jetten heb ik vanaf het allereerste begin veel samengewerkt. Zij 
werkte aan een vergelijkbaar project met vergelijkbare fases. We liepen tegen 
dezelfde dingen aan en het was dan ook erg prettig dat we altijd bij elkaar konden 
binnenlopen. Op een gegeven moment hebben we zelfs het “FraMij-overleg” 
ingesteld, om maandelijks onze teksten te bespreken. Ik heb daar veel aan gehad, 
en het was nog gezellig ook. Ik wens haar ook veel succes met haar promotie, die 
niet al te lang meer op zich zal laten wachten. 
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Toen ik Wouter Sanderse tegenkwam op een conferentie in een andere stad, 
raakten we toevallig aan de praat. Toen pas kwamen we erachter dat we beiden op 
de RU werkten, twee verdiepingen boven elkaar, en ook nog op deels hetzelfde 
onderwerp (deugdethiek) promoveerden. In de jaren die volgden heb ik veel aan 
zijn werk en ideeën gehad. Wouter is voor mij een filosoof zoals een filosoof hoort 
te zijn, en zoals ik nooit zal worden. Waar ik dingen vaak voor lief neem, zal 
Wouter altijd vragen blijven stellen, en die eigenschap waardeer ik in hem. 
Als junior onderzoeker heb ik altijd onderdeel uitgemaakt van het atelier voor 
junioren. Het bespreken van eigen onderzoek, en het zien waar andere mensen mee 
bezig zijn heb ik als een meerwaarde ervaren voor mijn eigen werk. Ik dank 
daarom alle juniors en seniors die ooit aan het atelier hebben deelgenomen. Twee 
personen wil ik er nog even uitlichten, omdat zij hoorden bij het fijne clubje waar 
Hadewijch, Mijke en ik ook buiten werktijd wel eens mee afspraken: Marike van 
Tienen, wiens enthousiasme en openheid ik altijd erg heb gewaardeerd, en 
Mohamad Yusuf, een bescheiden en betrokken collega met een humor die over alle 
culturen heen gaat. 
Ik heb mijn promotietraject altijd gezien als een gewone baan. Een heel leuke 
baan, maar toch een baan. Al moet ik toegeven dat het bezig zijn met deugdethiek 
en burgerschap ook mijn privé-handelen heeft beïnvloed, toch heb ik me in mijn 
privé-leven vrijwel nooit met werkzaken bezig gehouden. De afleiding van mijn 
vrije tijd heb ik ook altijd nodig gehad. Ik dank hiervoor mijn familie en vrienden, 
in het bijzonder de leden van Harmonie De Herleving, van hofkapel Dè Stutter Nie, 
van mijn vroegere studentenorkest QHarmony en van mijn band THUNK! Het is 
heerlijk om zoveel mensen om je heen te hebben waar je af en toe eens gezellig 
muziek mee kan maken of een biertje mee kan drinken. 
Als laatste wil ik graag de huidige Bond VKO (voorheen KBO) bedanken voor 
de financiering van mijn onderzoek, en alle organisaties, identiteitsbegeleiders, 
scholen en leerkrachten die er tijd in hebben gestoken. Ik heb nogal wat van hen 
gevraagd en dat besef ik me terdege. Mede dankzij hen zal 2013 niet alleen het jaar 
worden van bezuinigingen, de troonswisseling, Les Miserables en Kuikentje Piep, 
maar ook het jaar van mijn eigen, langverwachte, promotie. 
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12.   Appendix 1: Teacher questionnaires 
 
12.1 Questionnaire 139 
 
My sex is:       
O Male   
O Female 
 
My year of birth is:    _ _ _ _ 
 
Which age group(s) do you teach?40  
O 1    
O 2    
O 3    
O 4    
O 5    
O 6    
O 7    
O 8 
 
How would you describe yourself?    
O Catholic 
O Protestant 
O Christian 
O another religion 
O not religious 
O other, namely: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
 
How often do you attend church services?   
O (almost) never 
O seldom 
O now and then 
O once a month 
O more than once a month 
O every week 
 
  
                                              
39 Questionnaire 1 was only used in the pre-test (autumn 2009). 
40 In Dutch primary education groups 1 and 2 are kindergarten classes, while groups 3 to 8 
correspond with grades 1 to 6. 
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12.2 Questionnaire 241 
 
You are requested to complete a few questionnaires. It is important to answer the 
questions honestly: do not confer with other people, so your answers will not be 
influenced. Your answers will be used anonymously for scientific analyses only. 
 
Questionnaire “Teacher actions” 
Please indicate in how far the following statements apply to you. 
 
 Not appli-
cable 
Highly appli-
cable
I suppose I sometimes convey to my class that I appreciate 
some children less than other children.  
O O O O O
I show interest in the social world of children whose back-
ground or home environment is unfamiliar to me.  
O O O O O
It does happen that I listen more closely to talkative children 
than to the other children.  
O O O O O
I invite children whose values at home differ from those at 
school to tell me about it.  
O O O O O
In distributing my attention it does occur that inconspicuous 
children get too little and conspicuous children too much.  
O O O O O
When I notice that a child does not feel included in the 
classroom, my class and I look for a solution together.  
O O O O O
I put other activities aside to work with my class to strength-
en our mutual bond.  
O O O O O
It does happen that I want to resolve fights between children 
too quickly without paying sufficient attention to what each 
child really thinks, feels and wants.  
O O O O O
I put everything aside to find a solution when a child feels 
left out, even at the expense of my curriculum planning.  
O O O O O
When I distribute help and attention it sometimes happens 
that the children who need it most don’t get enough.  
O O O O O
I pay positive attention to children whose background or 
home environment is unfamiliar to me.  
O O O O O
I regularly discuss with my class how we can ensure that 
everyone feels included.  
O O O O O
I talk to the children to learn about their practices and habits 
at home.  
O O O O O
When something is the matter with a child in my class I will 
activate the whole class to help him, cheer him up or talk 
about it (if possible).  
O O O O O
 
  
                                              
41 Questionnaire 2 was used in both pre-test (autumn 2009) and post-test (spring 2010) in the 
experimental as well as in the control group. 
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Questionnaire “Good citizenship” 
There are many different views of how to be a good citizen. Please mark on a scale 
from 1 to 7 what you consider important (1=not important, 7=very important).  
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Trying to understand other people’s ways of life and beliefs O O O O O O O 
Devoting yourself to people who have less than you O O O O O O O 
Being aware of what you can do to make a better world for 
all people 
O O O O O O O 
Showing your disapproval when people or persons are seen 
as inferior 
O O O O O O O 
Doing something for your neighbourhood, town, city or 
community 
O O O O O O O 
Showing interest in the goals and ways of life of other 
people 
O O O O O O O 
 
 
 
 
12.3 Questionnaire 342 
 
Evaluation questionnaire 
This questionnaire is meant to evaluate the teacher training programme that you 
have completed. Please give honest answers to the questions. 
 
The following questions are about coaching during meetings. To what extent to you 
agree with the following statements? (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 
4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
The advisor’s coaching matched our initial situation and questions O O O O O
The programme offered sufficient variation of learning activities O O O O O
The quality of the material was good O O O O O
I am satisfied with my own contributions to the meetings O O O O O
I am satisfied with the contributions of other participants  O O O O O
I am satisfied with the advisor’s contribution O O O O O
The advisor’s coaching gave an impetus to my work O O O O O 
 
 
Do you have any comments on the meetings? Suggestions for improvement are 
welcome. 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
                                              
42 Questionnaire 3 was only used in the post-test of the experimental group (spring 2010). 
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The following questions are about the gains of the programme. To what extent to 
you agree with the following statements? (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 
3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
The programme matched our questions and initial situation O O O O O
The programme has fulfilled my expectations O O O O O
The programme helped me in the area of citizenship education O O O O O
The programme helped our school in the area of citizenship educa-
tion 
O O O O O
 
Do you want to explain your answers? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
The programme had the following goals: 
(1) The teacher team is aware of the extent to which the school’s rules, atmosphere, 
organisation are fostering good citizenship in its students, and is able to improve 
this if needed.  
(2) The teacher team is able to provide a broad range of activities and situations in 
which students can practise good citizenship. 
(3) The teacher is aware of his/her role as an example of good citizenship and is 
able to fulfill this role. 
(4) The teacher is aware of the opportunities he/she creates to encourage students to 
talk about what good citizenship entails and to reflect on how they can be good 
citizens themselves, and he/she is able to arrange these opportunities optimally. 
 
If you think that certain goals were not (entirely) achieved, could you indicate 
why? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Could you say what the most important gains of this programme were or could be 
(for you, the students, your team, the school or organisation) and what changes the 
programme has initiated?  
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
What was the most important discovery or eye-opener in this programme for you? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Do you have any suggestions for improvement? 
 
___________________________________________________________________
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13.   Appendix 2: Student questionnaire 
 
This questionnaire is about what your teacher does in the classroom. In this ques-
tionnaire, you can say how you think about your teacher. After each statement there 
are four columns. Please tick the column that fits your opinion best.  
 
How do you do that? 
 
An example: 
 This is not 
true 
This is 
partly true 
This is true I don’t 
know 
When children do not feel happy 
in the classroom, my teacher will 
notice. 
O O O O 
 
If you think it is not true that your teacher notices when a child does not feel happy 
in the classroom, you tick the column “This is not true”. 
If you think it is partly true that your teacher notices when a child does not feel 
happy in the classroom, you tick the column “This is partly true”. 
If you think it is true that your teacher notices when a child does not feel happy in 
the classroom, you tick the column “This is true”. 
If you really do not know whether or not your teacher notices this, you tick the 
column “I don’t know”. 
 
If you make a mistake, please cross out or erase your answer. After that, tick the 
column that matches your opinion more closely. 
 
Work calmly, do not think too long about your answers. Do not skip any questions. 
 
Put the questionnaire in the big envelope after finishing. Your teacher will not see 
your answers. 
 
Thank you for your answers! 
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 This is 
not true 
This is 
partly 
true 
 
This is 
true 
 
I don’t 
know 
I sometimes think my teacher appreciates some 
children less than other children.  
O O O O 
I think my teacher knows a lot about the home 
lives of the children in our class.  
O O O O 
Sometimes my teacher listens more to loud-
mouthed children than to the other children.  
O O O O 
Children whose home lives differ from those of 
other children are invited by the teacher to tell us 
about this.  
O O O O 
Sometimes my teacher pays too little attention to 
quiet children and too much to conspicuous 
children.  
O O O O 
When a child feels excluded in the classroom 
my teacher will look for a solution together with 
the whole class.  
O O O O 
My teacher does many things to help our class 
get along with each other.  
O O O O 
When I quarrel with someone and go to the 
teacher she pays little attention to what I really 
think, feel and want.  
O O O O 
My teacher takes great pains to find a solution 
when a child feels left out.  
O O O O 
Sometimes my teacher does not give enough 
help to the children who need it most.  
O O O O 
My teacher shows that she is interested in hear-
ing about how children live at home.  
O O O O 
My teacher regularly discusses with the class 
how we can ensure that everyone is included.  
O O O O 
My teacher talks to the children to learn about 
their home lives.  
O O O O 
When a child in the class feels unhappy my 
teacher gets the whole class to help him (if 
possible).  
O O O O 
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14.   Appendix 3: Coding instrument moral classroom conversations: aspects and types of  
utterances, coded utterances a, b, c, examples, means, and standard deviations  
(N=21 teachers, see Chapter 5 d) 
 
Aspects and types of 
utterances 
Description of utterances to be coded in this category Real examples of coded utterances Mean e st.dev. 
Aspect 1. Stimulating students’ moral reasonableness 9.3 5.3 
1a. Asking students to 
talk about their moral 
opinions and behav-
iour 
The teacher asks the student(s) what he/she/they would (want 
to) do in the specific situation, or in such situations in general. 
Or: The teacher asks the student(s) what his/her/their opinion is 
(what he/she/they think) about the given situation or about a 
more general issue. 
“What would you do if you saw this hap-
pen?” (poster 1)f 
“What is your opinion about being a vege-
tarian?” (poster 4) 
7.8 4.2 
1b. Asking students 
‘why’-questions 
The teacher asks for the reason(s) for the opinion, emotion or 
inclination/behaviour of the student(s). 
“Why does it matter whether it is your best 
friend or an unknown boy?” (poster 2)  
“Why would you give more [money] if it is 
for someone you know?” (poster 3) 
1.5 1.7 
Aspect 2. Stimulating students to feel emotionally involved 2.1 2.1 
2a. Asking students to 
empathise with per-
sons involved 
The teacher asks the student(s) what one or more of the in-
volved persons (would) want, think or feel in that situation, or 
why these persons would want, think or feel that. Or: The 
teacher asks the student(s) what he/she/they would feel in that 
specific situation or in such situations in general. 
 
“How would [the boy in the wheelchair] 
feel?” (poster 2) 
“Why would someone drop a button in the 
collection box?” (poster 3) 
1.2 1.3 
2b. Asking students to 
relate the given situa-
tion to a personal life 
experience 
The teacher asks the student(s) whether he/she/they have expe-
rienced a similar situation in their life/lives. Or: The teacher 
asks the student(s) what he/she/they wanted, thought or felt in a 
similar real-life situation, or the reasons for these wants, 
thoughts or feelings. 
 “When you weren’t able to play along 
[because you were in a wheelchair], how 
did you feel?” (poster 2)  
“Have you ever thought about becoming a 
vegetarian?”(poster 4) 
1.0 1.2 
Aspect 3. Guiding students toward virtue 3.7 2.6 
3a. Non-motivated 
moral statements 
Normative question: The teacher asks the student(s) about 
his/her/their opinions, feelings, behaviour or reasons in a ques-
tion which presupposes a normative framework. Or: Teacher 
“How can you help someone to feel part of 
the group?” (poster 2, normative question, 
referring to solidarity)  
2.2 1.6 
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feedback without substantiation: The teacher praises or blames 
the student(s) for a moral statement without giving reasons for 
this. 
 
 “You would give money. That is very 
good.” (poster 3, praise without substantia-
tion) 
3b. Motivated moral 
statements 
Teacher feedback with substantiation: The teacher praises or 
blames the student(s) for a moral statement and gives one or 
more reasons for this praise or blame. And/or: Normative 
statement: The teacher declares that people should be recog-
nised as having value in themselves (intrinsic value); or that 
others are people like oneself with comparable thoughts, de-
sires, feelings and inclinations (justice) / The teacher declares 
that it is good to engage people in conversation about what they 
think, feel or want, or in which the teacher encourages students 
to put themselves in the place of the (more or less strange or 
unfamiliar) other (tolerance) / The teacher declares that it is 
good to include others in the group, or that it is important to 
devote oneself to the happiness of others (solidarity). 
 
“I always try to put myself in the position 
of the other person, wondering why some-
one does what he does. So always try to put 
yourself in the shoes of the other. When 
someone is different… he can have his 
reasons.” (poster 4, tolerance)  
“Disabled people − well, we don’t consider 
disabled people to be sad.” (poster 2, 
justice) 
 “It is good to be with someone about 
whom you know something is wrong with 
him. Someone who is really ill and you do 
something for him.” (poster 3, solidarity) 
1.5 1.6 
Total number of relevant utterances (utterances that refer to the three aspects) 
 
15.4 6.5 
Total time the conversation took (in minutes) 16 7 
a Only relevant utterances (utterances that refer to the three aspects) were coded. For instance, many questions did not receive a code. Examples are ques-
tions for clarification (“What do you mean?”), questions of knowledge (“What do you call such a phenomenon?”), questions about whether an action is 
physically possible (“Can this boy [in the wheelchair] swim?”). 
b When a teacher asked a series of questions without waiting for the students’ answers only the last question was coded. We presumed that students would 
only react on the last question, meaning that the other questions would have no learning effect. 
c Only ‘new’ teacher utterances were counted: when teachers asked the exact same question twice or more (e.g. in different words, or turning to a different 
student), it was coded only the first time. However, when teachers changed or developed the given situation and then asked the same question again, it was 
coded as a new question. We presumed that changing or developing the situation would put the original question in a different light, making it a ‘new’ 
question.  
d Chapter 5 only focused on the normative utterances of the 21 grade 5 and 6 teachers. This table presents all utterances of these teachers. 
e Mean refers to the mean number of utterances that the teachers make during the conversation. 
f The four posters can be found in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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15.   Appendix 4: Tables 19 to 22 from chapter 6 
 
Table 19:  Mean scores on community-centred beliefs of experimental group (N=58) and control group (N=76), pre-test and post-test  
(range: 1-7) 
 
 Mean score 
pre-test   
Mean score 
post-test 
Mean differ-
ence 
Correlations (r)  
pre- and post-test 
Results of independent samples 
t-test on mean difference 
Experimental group (N=58) 
 
5.91 (sd=.75) 5.87 (sd=.68) -.03 (sd=.62) 
r=.66 (p>.001) t(132)=.91 (p=.22) Control group (N=76) 
 
6.01 (sd=.70) 5.88 (sd=.72) -.13 (sd=.56) 
a We found no significant differences between the participating schools. 
 
 
Table 20: Mean teacher ratings of their own modelling behaviour in experimental group (N=47) and control group, pre-test and post-test, 
(N=66), (range: 1-5) 
 
  Mean score 
pre-test   
Mean score 
post-test 
Mean dif-
ference 
Correlations (r)  
pre- and post-test 
Results of independent samples 
t-test on mean difference 
Justice a  Experimental group 3.69 (sd=.62) 3.70 (sd=.62) .01 (sd=.50) 
r=.66 (p>.001) t(111)=.31 (p=.76) Control group 
 
3.90 (sd=.60) 3.88 (sd=.56) -.02 (sd=.50) 
Tolerance Experimental group 3.87 (sd=.69) 3.89 (sd=.50) .02 (sd=.70) 
r=.47 (p>.001) t(111)=.60 (p=.55) Control group 
 
3.80 (sd=.72) 3.73 (sd=.78) -.06 (sd=.72) 
Solidarity Experimental group 4.00 (sd=.57) 4.09 (sd=.51) .08 (sd=.48) 
r=.57 (p>.001) t(111)=-.04 (p=.97) Control group 
 
4.02 (sd=.55) 4.10 (sd=.53) .08 (sd=.49) 
a The table shows a relatively large difference between the scores of experimental and control groups on the pre-test. We checked whether this difference 
was significant. It just fails to reach the set level of significance (t=-1.8,p=.07). 
b We found no significant differences between participating schools on any of these variables. 
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Table 21:  Classes’ (students’) mean ratings of their teachers’ modelling behaviour in experimental group (N=11) and control group(N=12)a, 
pre-test and post-test (range: 1-5)  
 
  Mean score 
pre-test   
Mean score 
post-test 
Mean differ-
ence 
Correlations (r)  
pre- and post-test 
Results of independent samples 
t-test on mean difference 
Justice Experimental group 4.29 (sd=.29) 4.18 (sd=.32) -.11 (sd=.21) 
r=.70 (p>.001) t(21)=-.02 (p=.32) Control group 
 
4.34 (sd=.19) 4.32 (sd=.31) -.02 (sd=.24) 
Tolerance Experimental group 3.09 (sd=.61) 2.97 (sd=.54) -.12 (sd=.55) 
r=.61 (p>.001) t(21)=-1.47 (p=.16) Control group 
 
2.91 (sd=.47) 3.08 (sd=.61) .17 (sd=.39) 
Solidarity Experimental group 4.20 (sd=.37) 4.10 (sd=.32) -.11 (sd=.36) 
r=.53 (p>.001) t(21)=.23 (p=.82) Control group 
 
4.16 (sd=.42) 4.01 (sd=.37) -.14 (sd=.37) 
a N refers to the number of classes/teachers. The mean number of students per class was 20.7. 
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Table 22: Mean numbers of utterances in moral classroom conversations, pre-test and post-test (N=13) 
 
Aspect Teacher speech act Mean score pre-test  Mean score post-test 
 
Mean difference 
1. Stimulating the 
moral  rationality 
of students 
1a. Asking students to talk about their 
moral opinions and behaviours 
5.3
(sd=3.8)
4.0 
(sd=1.1)
-1.3
(sd=4.4)
1b. Asking students “why” questions 0.8
(sd=1.0)
0.9 
(sd=1.1)
0.1
(sd=1.7)
Total 6.1
(sd=4.4)
4.9 
(sd=2.0)
-1.2
(sd=5.0)
2. Stimulating 
students to feel 
emotionally in-
volved* 
2a. Asking students to empathise with 
persons involved 
2.5
(sd=2.9)
2.7 
(sd=3.5)
0.2
(sd=4.5)
2b. Asking students to relate the given 
situation to a personal life experience 
0.5
(sd=1.3)
1.5 
(sd=1.9)
0.9
(sd=2.1)
Total 
 
3.1
(sd=3.1)
4.2 
(sd=5.0)
1.1
(sd=5.9)
3. Showing stu-
dents the relevance 
and significance of 
a virtue a 
3a. Non-motivated moral statements 3.3
(sd=2.1)
2.8 
(sd=2.1)
-0.5
(sd=1.8)
3b. Motivated moral statements (prefera-
ble) 
1.5
(sd=2.2)
2.2 
(sd=2.5)
0.7
(sd=3.4)
Total 4.9
(sd=3.3)
5.0 
(sd=4.1)
0.2
(sd=4.6)
Total coded utterances 14.0
(sd=4.9)
14.0 
(sd=8.1)
0.0
(sd=10.1)
Total conversation time 12.0 minutes
(sd=5.3 minutes)
9.9 minutes 
(sd=4.3 minutes)
-2.1 minutes 
(sd=3.5 minutes)
a When we explicitly consider utterances in the focus on the value and importance of justice, tolerance and solidarity (as we have done in chapter 5), we 
see that teachers are more likely to use utterances of these kinds post-test (mean=2.1, sd=2.2) than pre-test (mean=1.6, sd=2.1), the mean difference being 
.5 (sd=2.5). 
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b Correlations between pre-test and post-test scores (computed by using Spearman’s ρ, because of the relatively small sample) were low and not signifi-
cant; apparently the way teachers arranged their moral classroom conversations post-test was not related to the way they did this pre-test. The only excep-
tion was the correlation regarding teacher speech act 3a: the teacher’s normative utterances without motivation (ρ=.64, p=.02). Apparently teachers who 
use many of these utterances pre-test also use many post-test. Utterances of these kinds might be more unconscious and intuitive than the rest: some teach-
ers might be more inclined than others to use encouraging words spontaneously (“Very good!” “You’re right!”). The time the conversation took in pre- 
and post-test is also strongly correlated (ρ=.67, p=.01). Apparently, some teachers are more inclined, or able, to invest time in such classroom conversa-
tions. 
c Interestingly, the teachers in this data set pay much more attention to aspect 2 than the teachers in the data set used in chapter 5 (see Appendix 1). This 
might be due to the fact that the current data set consists not only of teachers of the two higher classes but teachers of lower classes, even Kindergarten. 
Probably teachers of lower classes are less focused on rational aspects of moral education and more on emotional aspects. 
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Table 23: Differences pre- and post-test between five indicators of the quality of moral classroom conversations (N=13) 
 
 Pre-test Post-test Difference between pre- and 
post-test 
1. Number of relevant utter-
ances by teachers  
On average, teachers use 14.0 
relevant utterances (sd=4.9) 
On average, teachers use 14.0 rele-
vant utterances (sd=8.1) 
There is no difference (0.0, 
sd=10.1) 
2. Extent to which teachers 
referred to all three aspects 
On average, teachers refer to 2.5 
aspects (sd=.5) 
On average, teachers refer to 2.8 
aspects (sd=.4) 
There is a slight improvement. 
On average, teachers refer to 
.3 more aspects (sd=.6) 
3. Extent to which teachers 
used all five relevant speech 
acts 
On average, teachers use 3.3 
different kinds of relevant speech 
acts (sd=.8) 
On average, teachers use 3.8 differ-
ent kinds of relevant speech acts 
(sd=.9) 
There is a slight improvement. 
On average, teachers use .5 
more different kinds of rele-
vant speech acts  (sd=1.2) 
4. Extent to which teachers 
motivated their moral state-
ments 
23% of all moral statements were 
motivated (sd=23) 
38% of all moral statements were 
motivated (sd=29) 
There is a slight improvement. 
On average, teachers motivate 
9% more of their moral state-
ments  (sd=21) a  
5. Aspects most strongly em-
phasised by teachers 
There are large differences be-
tween teachers. For example, 
some pay very little attention to 
the stimulation of emotional 
involvement (aspect 2); others 
pay a lot of attention to the stimu-
lation of rationality (aspect 1) and 
little to other aspects. 
There are large differences between 
teachers. For example, some pay 
very little attention to the stimula-
tion of emotional involvement 
(aspect 2); others pay a lot of atten-
tion to the stimulation of rationality 
(aspect 1) and little to other aspects. 
Teachers in the post-test do 
not seem to have a more “bal-
anced” profile than teachers in 
the pre-test.  
a In the pre-test there was one teacher who did not use moral statements, which is why a percentage could not be computed. In the post-test, he used only 
motivated moral statements, which means he scored 100%, pushing the mean percentage up. For this teacher, the difference between pre- and post-test 
could not be computed, which is why the outcome of substracting the percentage of the pre-test from the percentage of the posttest (38-23%) does not fully 
correspond with the difference indicated in the last column (9%).  
 
 
